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ABSTRACT 
The harmful effects of exclusionary disciplinary practices, including its 
disproportionate impact on Black students, have led to calls for school discipline 
reform at both the national and state levels.  Many have called for the dissolution 
of zero-tolerance policies and the adoption of alternative methods that can 
ameliorate their harmful impact.  Two reform efforts that have been proffered to 
address this issue center on school climate and restorative justice (RJ).  This 
study focused on narrow aspects of both: Authoritative School Climate (ASC) 
and restorative justice readiness (RJR).  RJR is defined as the measure of 
beliefs aligned with foundational RJ principles and values concerning harm, 
needs, obligations, and engagement.  Such alignment can potentially lead to 
increased buy-in and willingness to implement RJ practices. 
While a large portion of the RJ literature focuses on implementation of RJ 
practices, researchers have indicated the challenge of successfully implementing 
and sustaining RJ in schools where there is a lack of buy-in or staff alignment 
with the principles and values of RJ.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to 
explore the relationship between Authoritative School Climate, as measured by 
Disciplinary Structure and Student Support, and the construct Restorative Justice 
Readiness.  A secondary purpose of the study was to develop a reliable 
instrument that could be used to measure both.   
A quantitative methodology was chosen for this study.  A survey 
comprised of tested and original items was administered to high school staff at 
iv 
twelve high schools in the Inland Valley of Southern California and yielded a 
sample of 126.  Multiple analyses were conducted.  Findings revealed statistically 
significant relationships between items in each subscale; a five-factor solution, 
statistically significant relationships between Restorative Justice Readiness and 
both Disciplinary Structure and Student Support; and finally, that Disciplinary 
Structure and Student Support were predictors of Restorative Justice Readiness.  
To turn the tide and create more equitable schools, leaders must work to 
reform current discipline policies and practices.  RJ and school climate are two 
ways to do so.  It is important to ensure staff values and beliefs align with these 
reform efforts before implementation to increase the likelihood of implementation 
fidelity and sustainability. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
To many Americans and those citizens of the world who flock to her 
promising shores in search of a better life, few things are more important than 
receiving a quality education.  The significance of a good education has been 
instilled in most since youth—touted as an equalizer, a way to ascend the ladder 
of social mobility, a path to success.  It is well accepted that within the promise of 
education lies the opportunity to learn, grow, reinvent, and realize one’s full 
potential.  Education acts as a cornerstone of not only the American Dream, but 
of our great democracy as well.  This discourse pervades American institutions, 
which continue to espouse ideological notions of fairness and equality, despite 
the proven disparate impact and outcomes for Blacks.   
Consequently, success, life opportunities, and access to quality education 
vary by racial and ethnic group.  Contrary to the myth and allure of the American 
Dream, the K-12 educational system often serves as a mechanism to reproduce 
the inequities already present in society at large (Bowles & Gintis, 2002; Giroux, 
1983) thereby preventing large numbers of people from fully accessing America’s 
promise.  Sixty years after the Brown v. Board decision and increased access to 
schooling, equity remains an elusive target (Triplett, Allen, & Lewis, 2014).  As a 
result, one facet of the ongoing battle for civil rights now centers on the discipline 
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policies and practices of schools (Morgan, Salomon, Plotkin, & Cohen, 2014; 
Wald & Losen, 2003). 
 
Problem Statement—The Trouble  
with School Discipline 
 
The notion that schooling is integral to the strength and functioning of 
American democratic society is reflected in compulsory attendance laws (Smith & 
Harper, 2015; US Department of Education, 2013).  As a result of the mission to 
educate all, schools act in loco parentis, or “in place of the parent” (Stine, Stine, 
& Blacker, 2012, p. 82) and are charged with the enormous task of ensuring 
student safety and well-being.  To foster and maintain such schools, rules and 
discipline systems must be created to preserve order and govern how those 
within them—namely students—behave (Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010; 
Simmons-Reed & Cartledge, 2014).  Increasingly, this has been achieved 
through the use of punishment (Fenning et al., 2012; Losen & Skiba, 2010; 
Payne & Welch, 2015; Skiba et al., 2014ba). 
One ever-growing form of punishment has been student suspension, 
which has come in vogue as the public sentiment towards corporal punishment 
and public embarrassment has waned (Triplett et al., 2014).  Suspensions, which 
exclude students from the learning environment, are not reserved solely for 
serious, unsafe behaviors such as fighting and drug- or weapon-related offenses 
(Huang & Cornell, 2017; Skiba, Arredondo, & Williams, 2014a).  In fact, they are 
now commonly used for less serious problem behaviors such as defiance, 
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disruption, insubordination, and tardiness (Raffaele-Mendez, Knoff, & Ferron, 
2002; Sharkey & Fenning, 2012; Skiba et al., 2014(a); Skiba et al., 2011; 
Wallace, Goodkind, Wallace, & Bachman, 2008; Wun, 2016).  These behaviors 
tend to be more subjective, relying on the inferences and interpretations of 
teachers and administrators (Okonofua, Walton & Eberhardt, 2016; Skiba, 
Michael & Nardo, & Peterson, 2002). 
Consequently, reported suspension rates have nearly doubled over the 
last few decades, from approximately 1.7 million in 1974 to 3.3 million in 2006 
(Fabelo et al., 2011).  Indeed, nearly 1.5 million children received at least two 
suspensions during the 2011-2012 school year alone (Losen, Hodson, Keith, 
Morrison, & Belway, 2015).  As a result, more and more students are being 
excluded from the learning environment in alarming numbers.  Such exclusion 
can manifest in the form of in-school and out-of-school suspension, expulsion, or 
placement in alternative educational settings (Vanderhaar, Petrosko & Munoz, 
2015).  Even worse, these same exclusionary practices can eventually thrust 
students out of school and into the juvenile justice system (Okonofua et al., 
2016).  The surge in the use of suspension as a disciplinary tool has been 
supported by the advent and proliferation of now-controversial zero-tolerance 
policies (APA Task Force, 2008; Verdugo, 2002). 
The Proliferation of Zero-Tolerance Policies 
In the late 1980s, schools began to mirror trends in the justice system.  As 
offenders began receiving harsher penalties for crimes involving drugs and 
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weapons, students likewise received harsher consequences for drugs and violent 
offenses (Triplett et al., 2014).  This trend continued into the next decade.  In 
1994, Congress passed the Gun-Free Schools Act, which mandated expulsion 
for students found in possession of a gun on school campuses.  To make matters 
worse, a series of school shootings occurred during the 1990s (for example, 
Thurston High School, Columbine High School) that contributed to the narrative 
that American schools were not safe (Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, & 
Gottfredson, 2005; Triplett et al., 2014).  It was these policies, events, and 
subsequent culture of fear that led to the advent of zero-tolerance (Wallace et al., 
2008).   
Zero-tolerance policies create automatic consequences for specified 
behavior and leave no room to address their root causes (Morrison & 
Vaandering, 2012; Smith & Harper, 2015; Wallace et al., 2008).  Yet still, schools 
and school districts widely adopted them.  In fact, Wallace et al. (2008) reported 
that “by the 1996 - 1997 school year 94% of U.S. public schools had zero-
tolerance policies for firearms, 91% for other weapons, 88% for drugs and 87% 
for alcohol” (p. 48).  Initially intended for serious violations, zero-tolerance 
policies have been liberally used and applied to non-violent offenses as well 
(APA Task Force, 2008).  These include perceived disrespect towards teachers, 
yelling, dress code violations, and even running in the hallway (Blake, Butler, 
Lewis, & Darensbourg, 2011; Smith & Harper, 2015; Wallace et al., 2008; Wun, 
2016).  
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Even more troubling is the fact that although these harsh policies are 
commonly used to suspend students, they have not been shown to deter 
behavior or improve school safety (APA Task Force, 2008; Krezmien, Leone, & 
Achilles, 2006; Raffaele-Mendez & Knoff, 2003). In fact, multiple researchers 
now believe that zero-tolerance and exclusionary disciplinary policies have 
produced a myriad of unintended consequences.  Some have found that they 
have exacerbated problem behavior (Hemphill, Toumbourou, Herrenkohl, 
McMorris & Catalano, 2006; Raffaele-Mendez & Knoff, 2003), poor attendance, 
school dropout (Balfanz, Byrnes & Fox, 2015; Fabelo et al., 2011; Shollenberger, 
2015), poor school climate (APA Task Force, 2008; Gregory, Cornell, & Fan, 
2011), justice system contact (Fabelo et al., 2011; Morgan et al., 2014; 
Shollenberger, 2015; Wald & Losen, 2003), and decreases in academic 
achievement (Arcia, 2006; Fabelo et al., 2011; Gregory et al., 2011).   
In addition, suspension from school often marks the beginning of the 
journey for many students of color through the school-to-prison pipeline, a 
figurative description of the relationship between the state-sanctioned disciplinary 
practice of exclusion and the increased likelihood of future incarceration (Fabelo 
et al., 2011; Skiba et al., 2014a; Wald & Losen, 2003; Winslade, Espinoza, 
Myers, & Yzaguirre, 2014).  According to Skiba et al (2014a), the journey along 
this pipeline “negatively impact[s] their future educational opportunities and life 
outcomes” (p. 547) limiting opportunities to achieve the American Dream. 
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Disproportionality in School Discipline   
Further, while zero-tolerance policies have led to an increase in 
suspensions for students overall, Black students have been devastatingly 
impacted by this trend (Heilbrun, Cornell & Lovegrove, 2015; Krezmien et al., 
2006).  The disproportionate impact of discipline policies on Black students is not 
a new discovery but necessitates concern because of the negative outcomes 
associated with suspension, as discussed previously (Gregory et al., 2011). This 
phenomenon was documented as early as the 1970s (The Children’s Defense 
Fund, 1975) and continues to this day (Gregory et al., 2016; Heilbrun et al., 
2015).  Sadly, just having a higher number of Black students in a school is a 
significant predictor of a school’s suspension rates (Gregory et al., 2011; Payne 
& Welch, 2015; Skiba et al., 2011).   
The disproportionate treatment of Black students begins in pre-school 
(Warren, 2014), where national data show they are 3.6 times more likely than 
their white classmates to be suspended from school (US Department of 
Education, Office for Civil Rights, 2014).  It continues through high school, where 
24.3% of all Black students are suspended at least once, compared to 11% for all 
students (Losen & Martinez, 2013).  Geographically, most Black students (55%) 
are suspended in southern states (Smith & Harper, 2015).  In terms of gender, 
Black boys with disabilities are suspended and expelled more than any other 
racial or gender-based subgroup (Carter, Skiba, Arredondo, & Pollock, 2017; 
Losen et al., 2015; Smith & Harper, 2015). Black girls, similarly, are suspended 
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more than girls in any other racial or ethnic subgroup of girls (Blake et al., 2011).  
Both Black girls and boys with disabilities are at the most risk for suspension in 
their respective gender groups (Losen et al., 2015).  
 
Purpose Statement 
The harmful effects of exclusionary disciplinary practices, including their 
disproportionate impact on Black students, have led to calls for school discipline 
reform at both the national and state levels.  Many have called for the dissolution 
of zero-tolerance policies and the adoption of alternative methods that can 
ameliorate their harmful impact (APA Task Force, 2008; Fabelo et al., 2011; 
Fenning et al., 2012; Smith & Harper, 2015; US Department of Education, 2014).  
One evidence-based reform proffered focuses on improving school climate, 
which, as Cohen et al. (2009) suggests, refers to the “quality and character of 
school life” and is “based on patterns of people’s experiences of school life and 
reflects norms, goals, values, interpersonal relationships, teaching and learning 
practices, and organizational structures” (p. 182).  Gregory and Cornell (2009) 
have taken an even more narrow approach in their research, focusing instead on 
two key dimensions of school climate:  disciplinary structure and student support.  
Dubbed Authoritative School Climate (ASC), the aforementioned dimensions are 
an extension of the research on authoritative parenting styles which extols the 
benefits of children having parents who provide high levels of structure and 
support (Baumrind, 1991; Gregory & Cornell, 2009).  Both structure and support 
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have been correlated with safe and caring school environments (McNeely, 
Nonnemaker, & Blum, 2002). 
Moreover, school climate reform can function as a means to create safe, 
supportive, civil school environments that foster improved relationships and 
connectedness (APA Task Force, 2008; CDCP, 2009; Thapa, Cohen, Guffey, & 
Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2013).  In support, the US Department of Education, in 
collaboration with the Department of Justice, published a resource guide to 
support school climate and discipline reform efforts in US schools (2014).  Similar 
efforts came about as a result of state legislation in places such as Texas, 
California, Connecticut, Maryland, Florida, Texas, and Ohio (Fabelo et al., 2011; 
Skiba et al., 2015; Losen & Martinez, 2013; Losen et al., 2015) as well.  Indeed, 
noting that positive school climate can function as a protective factor against 
suspension, Mattison and Aber (2007) also acknowledge that negative school 
climate can act as a contributing factor to suspension and disproportionality.  
Thus, school climate reform is definitely worthy of continued research in the 
context of school discipline reform. 
On the other hand, though not yet characterized as an evidence-based 
reform, restorative justice (RJ) is a promising practice growing in popularity for its 
potential to improve school climate and act as an alternative to exclusionary 
disciplinary practices and policies (Gregory, Clawson, Davis, and Gerewitz, 2014; 
Ortega, Lyubansky, Nettles, & Espelage, 2016; Shaw, 2007).  Stinchcomb, 
Bazemore, and Riestenberg (2006) characterize RJ “as a potential theoretical 
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framework within which to develop somewhat more balanced responses to 
occurrences of school-related misbehavior” (p. 124).  Alternatively, Morrison 
(2007) submits a broader vision of RJ, branding it as a social justice tool that can 
be used to improve safety, health, and academic outcomes for students.  Others 
posit that RJ offers an opportunity to repair the inequitable harms resulting from 
zero-tolerance policies, changing the way students exist in and connect with 
school communities (Evans & Vaandering, 2016; Gregory et al., 2014; Morrison 
& Vaandering, 2012; Sharkey & Fenning, 2012).   
While a large portion of the RJ literature focuses on implementation of RJ 
practices, researchers have indicated the challenge of successfully implementing 
and sustaining RJ in schools where there is a lack of buy-in or staff alignment 
with the principles and values of RJ (Karp & Breslin, 2001; McCluskey et al., 
2008a; Roland, Rideout, Salinitri, & Frey, 2012; Stinchcomb et al., 2006).  Buy-in 
is crucial to creating environments in which RJ can thrive (Roland et al., 2012).  
Zehr (2002) states that RJ principles should be at the center of RJ 
implementation and practices.  Gilbert, Schiff, and Cunliffe (2013) go further and 
advance the idea that the teaching of RJ requires utilizing its values, principles, 
and practices.  All of this impacts buy-in.  As such, a failure to explore the beliefs 
and values of staff can create barriers to implementation.   
Again, there is a dearth of empirical literature pertaining to this issue.  
Deal and Peterson (2009) have asserted that reform efforts should align with the 
norms, values, and beliefs of the staff if they are to be successful (2009).  Thus, 
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as opposed to focusing on RJ implementation, this study seeks to focus on staff 
readiness to implement RJ practices.  Underlying this focus is an assumption that 
staff with beliefs and values in alignment with RJ principles and values will be 
more likely to adopt and implement such practices.  As such, the term restorative 
justice readiness (RJR) will be utilized to discuss this concept. 
Further, while there have been studies focusing on school climate (Cohen, 
McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 2009; Thapa et al., 2013) and increasingly more 
scholarship on the implementation of RJ in schools (Gonzalez, 2012; Morrison & 
Vaandering, 2012; Stinchcomb, et al., 2006; Gregory et al., 2014), none have 
explored the relationship between authoritative school climate (ASC) and 
restorative justice readiness (RJR).  Here, ASC will be referred to in terms of 
disciplinary structure, which refers to the idea that school rules should be 
perceived as strict but fairly enforced, and student support, which refers to 
perceptions that teachers and other school staff members treat students with 
respect and want them to be successful (Konold et al., 2014).  Moreover, RJR 
will be defined as the measure of beliefs aligned with foundational RJ principles 
and values concerning harm, needs, obligations, and engagement.  Such 
alignment can potentially lead to increased buy-in and willingness to implement 
RJ practices (Greer, 2018; Zehr, 2002).  Ideally, higher levels of RJR will 
increase the likelihood staff will actually use RJ practices in the ways in which 
they were intended.   
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Because school climates with high levels of student support and 
disciplinary structure have been identified as a protective factor for students 
(Gregory & Cornell, 2009) and research has demonstrated the importance of 
values and principles held by the individuals implementing RJ (Macready, 2009; 
Morrison, Blood, & Thorsborne, 2005), it is important for schools to assess these 
two areas before putting RJ into practice.  Therefore, the purpose of this study 
was to explore the relationship between Authoritative School Climate, as 
measured by disciplinary structure and student support, and the construct 
restorative justice readiness.  A secondary purpose of the study was to develop a 
reliable instrument that could be used to measure Authoritative School Climate 
and Restorative Justice Readiness.   
 
Research Hypotheses 
The hypotheses this study sought to investigate were as follows: 
1. The items in the Disciplinary Structure subscale are correlated. 
2. The items in the Student Support subscale are correlated. 
3. The items in the original Harm subscale are correlated. 
4. The items in the original Needs subscale are correlated. 
5. The items in the original Obligations subscale are correlated. 
6. The items in the original Engagement subscale are correlated. 
7. There is an underlying factor structure for the Restorative Justice 
Readiness construct in the ASC-RJR instrument. 
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8. Disciplinary Structure, Student Support, and Restorative Justice 
Readiness are correlated. 
9. Disciplinary Structure and Student Support are predictors of 
Restorative Justice Readiness. 
 
Significance of the Study 
This study is significant for three reasons.  First, schools are in need of 
viable alternatives to help reduce overreliance on punitive, exclusionary 
disciplinary methods, while simultaneously addressing the disproportionality that 
has resulted from their broad use (Fenning et al., 2012).  In Skiba et al.’s (2002) 
findings from a study exploring the sources of racial disproportionality, the 
researchers demonstrated that disparate disciplinary treatment of Black students 
originated in the classroom with teachers.  When teachers referred Black 
students to the office, it was oftentimes for behavioral infractions that allowed for 
subjective interpretations, such as disrespect.  Thirteen years later, Okonofua 
and Eberhardt (2015) noted disturbingly similar findings but went further in 
exploring the role of negative stereotypes and deficit thinking in these 
encounters.   
Both of these studies point to the need for further research to address 
teacher knowledge and skill.  While data exist to support both ASC theory and RJ 
as means of doing so, each reform effort is dependent upon the beliefs, 
practices, and willingness of individuals to carry them out.  Thus, it is imperative 
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that time is taken to determine whether the values and principles of those 
implementers complement or align with the reform effort.  Not doing so could 
result in a failure to actually impact and change teacher practices, thus ensuring 
the likelihood of a failed reform effort (Elmore, 1995).  This study provides an 
opportunity for schools and districts to explore staff beliefs and values prior to 
implementation.   
Second, this study is timely and relevant.  As stated previously, school 
climate reform is becoming a focus at both the state and national level.  ASC 
theory provides a framework for creating supportive school climates for students 
(Gregory & Cornell, 2009).  Further, assessing ASC and RJR prior to initiating 
the change process provides schools with baseline data regarding staff beliefs 
and values.  This data can then be used to chart a uniquely tailored course for 
implementation that includes obtaining buy-in and providing relevant 
opportunities for training and skill-building.  Such a process could help to ensure 
staff is ready to implement RJ with fidelity to its values and principles as the 
school works towards improving school climate.  Research shows increased 
barriers to implementation when teachers or schools-at-large do not buy into 
restorative values and principles (Roland et al., 2012).  
Third, research has shown a positive relationship between improved 
disciplinary outcomes and improved academic outcomes.  According to Cohen et 
al. (2009), school climate is directly related to student achievement, yet past 
practices have not made it an explicit area of focus or concern.  Gregory et al. 
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(2010) discuss how disciplinary practices influence academic outcomes.  Balfanz 
et al.’s (2015) findings support this assertion.  In a longitudinal study of Florida 9th 
graders (n = 181,897), the researchers found that suspensions negatively 
impacted graduation rates, thereby limiting access to post-secondary 
opportunities and life chances.  More specifically, the researchers found the odds 
of dropping out doubled with the first suspension for 9th graders, and an 
additional 20% for each subsequent suspension.  Not surprisingly, attendance 
and failing grades were also tied to suspensions.   With Black students receiving 
a disproportionate number of the suspensions in the study, it is no wonder there 
were dismal academic outcomes for this embattled subgroup.   
Schools are paradoxical in their power to influence the lives of students.  
As characterized by Solorzano and Yosso (2001), “schools have the potential to 
oppress and marginalize students or to emancipate and empower them,” (p. 3).  
In fact, Theoharis (2007) argued that, “marginalized students do not receive the 
education they deserve unless purposeful steps are taken to change schools on 
their behalf with both equity and justice consciously in mind,” (p. 250).  As a 
result, it is imperative to find alternative methods for dealing with problem 
behavior so that students can remain in school and have the same opportunities 
to learn.  This is especially true with regard to Black students who are most at 
risk for harm as a result of disciplinary policies and practices.  Focusing on 
school-level factors such as ASC theory and RJR provide an opportunity to 
address these structural issues. 
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Theoretical Underpinnings 
The theoretical underpinnings of this study are based on ASC theory.  
School climate reform has become an acceptable evidence-based practice for 
improving schools and student behavior (CDCP, 2009; Huang et al., 2015b; 
Thapa et al., 2013; US Department of Education, 2014).  A positive school 
climate has been associated with a range of outcomes, such as improved safety 
conditions, school connectedness, attendance, dropout prevention, academic 
achievement, and a decrease in punitive disciplinary practices (Cornell, Shukla, 
& Konold, 2016; Thapa et al., 2013).  
Through the development of ASC theory, researchers now propose that 
high levels of student support (caring and respectful relationships with adults) 
and disciplinary structure (fair and consistent disciplinary practices) are 
paramount to creating and maintaining the safe and caring environments 
students need to learn effectively (Gottfredson et al., 2005; Gregory & Cornell, 
2009; Gregory et al., 2010b; Konold et al., 2014).  In contrast, researchers have 
found that schools with low levels of structure and student support had higher 
rates of suspension and larger racial discipline gaps (Gregory et al., 2011).  The 
current study seeks to add valuable information to this developing theory.  
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Definitions of Key Terms 
The following are definitions of key terms that will be used in the study: 
 
Table 1  
 
Key Terms 
 
Term 
  
Definition 
Authoritative School 
Climate 
 
Focuses on two key dimensions of school 
climate: disciplinary structure and student 
support. Disciplinary structure refers to 
the idea that school rules are perceived 
as strict but fairly enforced. Student 
support refers to student perceptions that 
their teachers and other school staff 
members treat them with respect and 
want them to be successful (Konold et al., 
2014). 
   
School Climate   The quality and character of school life 
based on patterns of people’s 
experiences of school life; reflects norms, 
goals, values, interpersonal relationships, 
teaching and learning practices, and 
organizational structures (Cohen et al., 
2009) 
   
Disproportionality 
 
The overrepresentation of subgroups in 
punitive school disciplinary practices such 
as office referrals, suspensions, 
expulsions, criminal justice contacts, etc. 
(Skiba et al., 2002) 
   
         
Equity 
 
Fairness and justice so that each receives 
according to his/her need; not the same 
as equality, wherein everyone receives 
the same thing (Greer, 2013). 
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Table 1  
 
Key Terms, cont’d 
 
Terms   Definition 
Restorative Justice 
 
A relational approach to creating safe and 
caring school climates utilizing a common 
set of practices that prioritizes engaging 
stakeholders to identify and address the 
harms, needs, and obligations of 
stakeholders in order to facilitate healing 
and to make the situation as right as 
possible.  When adopted as a whole-
school approach, RJ can be used in 
preventive and instructive capacities to 
transform school communities (Cameron 
& Thorsborne, 2001; Morrison & 
Vaandering, 2012; Zehr, 2002). 
   
    
Restorative Justice 
Practices 
 
A continuum of formal and informal 
practices used to operationalize RJ (Kelly 
& Thorsborne, 2014).  
   
    
Restorative Justice 
Readiness 
 
The measure of beliefs aligned with 
foundational RJ principles and values 
concerning harm, needs, obligations, and 
engagement.  Such alignment can 
potentially lead to increased buy-in and 
willingness to implement RJ practices. 
(Greer, 2018; Zehr, 2002).   
   
    
Suspension 
 
The removal of a student from school and 
the learning environment as a form of 
punishment for behavior (Skiba et al., 
2014a).  
   
    
Zero-tolerance policies 
 
 
 
Create automatic consequences for 
specified behavior and leave no room to 
address their root causes (Morrison & 
Vaandering, 2012; Smith & Harper, 2015; 
Wallace, 2008). 
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Summary 
This chapter provided an overview of the problems with school discipline 
policies and practices and the disproportionate impact on Black students.  I also 
discussed the current federal and state level push for reform, highlighting school 
climate and RJ as promising practices for changing how schools deal with 
student behavior.  The next chapter will delve into the components of ASC 
theory.  I will then provide an overview of the RJ literature, beginning with its 
roots in the criminal justice system and ending with current implementation 
efforts in schools. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This chapter will briefly introduce and address the issue of reform efforts in 
general before delving deeper into the literature on authoritative school climate 
(ASC) and restorative justice (RJ).  Lastly, newer methodologies will be 
discussed. 
Reform  
Reforms are commonplace in the realm of education.  Typically, well-
intentioned and focused on making schools better, the term is often associated 
with negative connotations and failure.  David and Cuban (2010) echoed this and 
acknowledged a plethora of reasons educational reforms often prove to be 
ineffective, notably gaps between policy and practice.  Further, Deal and 
Peterson (2009) asserted that reform efforts should align with the norms, values, 
and beliefs of staff or risk failure.   
In addition, Elmore (1995), challenged the oft-assumed notion that mere 
structural reform (for example, extending the school day, revising the schedule, 
coordinated teacher planning times, ability grouping) will lead to changes in the 
practices of teachers and, in turn, improved outcomes for student learning.  
Highly symbolic, these reforms often result in quick fixes, Band-Aid, or silver 
bullet type approaches that fail to accurately diagnose, respond to, or resolve the 
issues at hand.  Instead, he contended that the shared norms, knowledge, and 
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skill level of teachers impacts whether or not structural changes will manifest in 
their practices or if they continue to do what they have always done despite the 
reform.  As a result, Elmore (1995) recommended devoting time and resources to 
changing those elements before moving on to the work of changing structures.   
This notion becomes even more important for schools dealing with issues 
of inequity and disproportionality.  Carter, Skiba, Arredondo, and Pollock (2016) 
suggested that “implicit biases are deep-seated attitudes that operate outside 
conscious awareness—that may even be in direct conflict with a person’s stated 
beliefs and values” (p. 9).  This makes issues of race and inequity difficult to talk 
about.  However, educators must be willing to confront and reflect upon issues of 
race, inequity and their own personal biases (Carter et al., 2016) and explore 
how each impact their practice, if disproportionality is to be remedied.   
A recent study lent credence to this assertion. In a quantitative study 
surveying participants from 294 mostly rural secondary schools to determine the 
influence of race on RJ implementation, Payne and Welch (2015) found that "the 
racial composition of schools [was] associated with the use of more punitive and 
less reparative approaches to discipline,” just as in the criminal justice system, 
and that "schools with proportionately more Black students [were] less likely to 
use such techniques when responding to student behavior" (p. 539).  These 
findings are in alignment with research that shows Black students often receive 
harsher consequences (Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015), usually resulting from 
stereotypes held by the adults in positions of authority. 
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As a result, if Payne and Welch’s (2015) findings regarding the impact of 
race hold, schools and districts with large numbers of Black students may have 
to spend a lot of time working with staff to ensure alignment of values, norms, 
and beliefs before implementing RJ, which differ from traditional methods of 
discipline by focusing on learning, relationships and skill development, as 
opposed to controlling the individual or excluding them from the school 
community (Winslade, et al., 2014).   
In fact, in a comprehensive literature review of school climate research 
(over 200 sources), Thapa et al. (2013) reported that when students had caring 
teachers who enforced rules fairly and consistently, they were more likely to have 
positive relationships and fewer instances of negative behavior.  Equally 
important to note, Black students placed a premium on teacher and student 
relationships.  This is consistent with ASC theory.  Because structural changes 
alone are not enough to fix schools (Deal & Peterson, 2009), it seems logical to 
explore the potential connection between ASC and RJR before undertaking 
school climate reform or RJ implementation.  
 
 
Authoritative School Climate: Disciplinary 
Structure and Student Support 
A current educational reform effort occurring at both the state and national 
level centers on changing school discipline policies and practices and improving 
school climate (Bear, Yang, & Pasipanodya, 2015; US Department of Education, 
2014).  Acutely aware of the perils of zero-tolerance policies and disproportionate 
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outcomes for students of color, the US Department of Education (2014), in 
collaboration with the Department of Justice, published a resource guide to 
support these reform efforts in US schools.  In the document, former Secretary of 
Education Arne Duncan highlighted guiding principles for accomplishing these 
tasks.  The first principle urged schools to create positive school climates that 
work to prevent and change problem behaviors.  
While school climate reform continues to grow in popularity, largely for its 
potential to impact student behavior and academic achievement, no common 
definition exists for this complex concept (Bear et al., 2015; Jain, Cohen, Huang, 
Hanson, & Austin, 2015; Kohl, Recchia, & Steffgen, 2013).  Cohen et al. (2009) 
stated that climate refers to the “quality and character of school life” and is 
“based on patterns of people’s experiences of school life and reflects norms, 
goals, values, interpersonal relationships, teaching and learning practices, and 
organizational structures” (p. 182).  Similarly, the US Department of Education 
(2014) described school climate as “the extent to which a school community 
creates and maintains a safe school campus; a supportive academic, 
disciplinary, and physical environment; and respectful, trusting, and caring 
relationships throughout the school community” (p. 5).  Though these two 
definitions share similarities, they are quite broad.  
 
 
Gregory and Cornell (2009), on the other hand, took a narrower approach 
to conceptualizing school climate.  Dubbed authoritative school climate (ASC) 
theory, they attempted to provide an answer for the definition and measurement 
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problems that plague school climate research (Bear et al., 2015; Zullig, 
Koopman, Patton, & Ubbes, 2010).  Drawing from the literature on authoritative 
parenting styles (Baumrind, 1991), which demonstrated the benefits of parenting 
styles characterized by a balance of emotional support and structure, the authors 
extended the model to school discipline.  In doing so, they highlighted the 
importance of two key school climate components:  disciplinary structure and 
student support.   
The researchers conceptualized disciplinary structure as the fair and 
consistent enforcement of school rules and student support as the supportive 
and respectful relationships between staff and students that enable students to 
feel comfortable asking for help from staff when needed (Gregory et al., 2010).   
Though not the only components of school climate (Kohl et al., 2013), the 
presence of both has been positively correlated with safe and caring school 
environments (McNeely et al., 2002) and are conceptually linked to ASC theory 
(Konold et al., 2014).   
Unlike punitive zero-tolerance approaches, Gregory and Cornell (2009) 
posit that ASC theory provides a more developmentally appropriate model for 
student discipline.  A growing research base supports this assertion (Gottfredson, 
et al., 2005; McNeely et al., 2002; Zullig et al., 2010).  For example, in a study 
examining the relationship between school connectedness and environment, 
McNeely et al. (2002) surveyed over 75,000 students from 127 schools and 
found that levels of connectedness were higher when students perceived 
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teachers as caring and empathetic, when discipline was perceived as fair and 
tolerant, and when students had opportunities for participation in decision-
making. 
Moreover, Gregory et al. (2010) tested the hypothesis that schools with 
both high levels of structure and support would be safer (as measured by reports 
of bullying and student victimization) than schools lacking in those areas in a 
2007 statewide study administered to teachers and students in 290 Virginia 
public high schools. Data were obtained from online surveys taken by 7,318 
randomly selected ninth-grade students and 2,922 teachers.  Both structure and 
support were measured using two scales.  The researchers found support for 
ASC theory at the school level with an association between student perception of 
structure and support and lower levels of bullying and student victimization.  This 
held true even after controlling for school size, socio-economic status, and 
ethnicity.  The study confirmed research findings from prior studies that student 
perceptions of fairness, consistency, and support make it more likely that they 
will trust and respect the authority of school staff and behave in more appropriate 
ways (Gottfredson, Gottfredson, & Hybl, 1993; Tyler, 2006).  Further, the findings 
related to structure provide support for broadening the idea of behavior 
management and intervention from something that only occurs in the classroom 
setting, to something that can be addressed at the school level as well.  
Additionally, Gregory et al.’s (2010) findings are significant and unique for 
other reasons.  For one, the study found a positive correlation between structure 
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and support, demonstrating the complementary nature of the two components.  
This idea is in direct contrast to the inflexible nature of zero-tolerance policies or 
overly punitive discipline policies that many schools have been utilizing to 
address student behavior.  As a result, the findings lend support to school climate 
and discipline reform efforts as complementary, rather than mutually exclusive.   
Also important to note is the fact that these data were collected from a 
statewide sample representing approximately 92% of public high schools.  Such 
breadth allows for data to be obtained from schools that may not normally 
participate in such studies like those with high rates of disciplinary issues that 
may not want attention drawn to the issue, providing a richer, more complete look 
at school climate and a greater opportunity for generalizing the findings.  Lastly, 
this study stands out methodologically.  The use of multilevel modeling provides 
a means of expanding the literature by collecting and analyzing school level data 
and between-school differences.   
Adding to the research base for ASC theory, Gregory et al. (2011) then 
examined whether disciplinary structure and student support were predictive of 
suspension rates.  In the study, disciplinary structure was conceptualized to 
include both disciplinary and academic dimensions, measured by two scales. 
With a statewide sample of over 5,000 surveys from 9th grade students across 
199 schools, the researchers found higher suspension rates for both Black and 
White students in schools where students perceived low levels of structure with 
respect to teacher expectation and support.  These schools also had the highest 
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gaps in suspension rates resulting in disproportionate rates for Black students, 
even after controlling for demographic factors such as poverty and school size.  
While this finding is consistent with the literature on school suspension, it is 
important to note the correlational nature of this study and not attempt to identify 
a causal link between authoritative school climate and lower suspension rates. 
In further support, Cornell et al. (2016) used survey data to test ASC 
theory in relation to academic success at the secondary level with a sample of 
39,364 7th and 8th graders from 423 different schools and 48,027 9th-12th graders 
from 323 high schools (almost 98% of all secondary public schools in the state of 
Virginia).  A multivariate, multilevel path modeling and analysis led the 
researchers to conclude that high levels of disciplinary structure and student 
support were associated with increased levels of student engagement, measured 
by items exploring feelings of pride, school connectedness and motivation to 
learn and do well in school.  This was the strongest and most consistent finding 
with both the middle school and high school sample.  In addition, two other 
constructs, educational aspirations and improved grades, were also associated 
with high levels of disciplinary structure and support for the sample. These 
findings support the importance of school climate.  
The aforementioned studies demonstrate the promise of ASC theory as a 
model for school discipline and the important connection between school climate 
and student learning (Konold & Cornell, 2015), student engagement (Cornell et 
al., 2016) and suspension rates (Gregory et al., 2011).  This school-level data 
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provides a significant contribution to school climate and discipline reform efforts 
by helping to identify the degree to which schools are providing environments 
conducive to the needs of students. 
On the other hand, ASC theory is still in the developmental phase.  The 
studies comprising this body of research identify a few limitations and 
opportunities for further research.  For example, most studies were conducted 
using correlational methods.  Such “multivariate multilevel analysis” has 
consistently shown positive relationships between disciplinary structure, student 
support and school climate (Konold & Cornell, 2015).  However compelling, 
researchers continue to express the need for experimental research to determine 
possible causal connections between these same variables and school climate 
(Huang & Cornell, 2016).   
Another limitation noted in the literature centers around the reliance on 
self-reported student data (Cornell & Huang, 2015; Huang, Cornell, & Konold, 
2015).  While student perspective is important, researchers argue for 
improvement in the utility of this data by also including scales that measure 
teacher perception of climate along with objective student outcome data (Huang 
et al., 2015; Kohl et al., 2013). Huang and Cornell (2016), in calling out the 
importance of teacher perspective in school climate research, note that teachers 
directly impact the concept of student support, and also play a role in the fair and 
consistent enforcement of school rules.  Their 2016 findings build on prior work 
(Huang et al., 2015), where the Authoritative School Climate Survey (ASCS) was 
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tested with 7th and 8th grade teachers.  Using survey data obtained from 13,455 
Virginia high school teachers across 310 schools, Huang and Cornell (2016) 
found the teacher version of the ASCS to have “good psychometric properties” 
(p. 544) with reasonable fit at the teacher-level as well as the school-level.  
These findings extend support for ASC theory and the use of both the teacher 
version of the ASCS (Huang et al., 2014) and student version (Konold et al., 
2014; 2015).  
  While these study limitations are important to note, so are the strengths of 
the research base.  Most notably, because of collaboration with the Virginia 
Departments of Education and Criminal Justice services (Huang & Cornell, 
2016), ASC theory researchers have been able to access large and diverse 
statewide samples, resulting in high participation rates and a rich source of data.  
As previously stated, this lends to greater opportunities for generalization.  
Furthermore, this collaboration has provided opportunities to test the ASCS with 
large numbers of students and teachers resulting in a usable tool for assessing 
school climate.   This is crucial, as the importance of using surveys that are 
psychometrically sound to guide the work of school improvement cannot be 
understated (Huang & Cornell, 2016).  
 This section introduced the idea of ASC theory as a model for reform, 
establishing support for disciplinary structure and student support as key 
indicators of positive school climate.  The next section will introduce and explain 
the history, concept, and practice of RJ as a means of school climate reform.   
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Restorative Justice 
 
The History of Restorative Justice 
It is important to understand the historical context of RJ before delving into 
it as a vehicle for school reform.  According to Braithwaite (2002) RJ, in various 
forms and rituals, has existed throughout time as a way through which people of 
the world have dealt with crime.  In fact, origins of RJ were evident in the beliefs 
and practices of certain indigenous communities before European colonization 
and the spread and eventual dominance of Western ideals and beliefs 
(Thorsborne & Blood, 2013).  Daly (2002), however, criticized such “origin myths” 
of RJ frequently offered (p. 62).  She lambasted claims like Braithwaite’s as 
overly simplified, broad, romanticized versions of pre-modern justice practiced by 
indigenous peoples meant to bolster the current campaign for RJ and preserve 
its dichotomous positioning from the principles of retributive justice.   
Modernly, RJ has roots in the criminal justice system.  It is often touted as 
the antithesis of retributive justice, which Wenzel, Okimoto, Feather, and Platow 
(2008) simply summarized as the idea that “an offender, having violated rules or 
laws, deserves to be punished and, for justice to be reestablished, has to be 
punished in proportion to the severity of the wrongdoing,” (p. 375).  While 
proponents of RJ often dissociate it from retributive justice, viewing the two as 
incompatible, Drewery and Winslade (2005) asserted that punishment and 
consequences can in fact be an outcome of a restorative process, it just should 
not be the goal or intended objective.  The narrative that retributive and 
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restorative justice are mutually exclusive (Daly, 2002; Van Ness & Strong, 2006; 
Walgrave, 2004; Zehr, 2002) persists.  Table 2 highlights some of the differences 
between a RJ and a retributive justice orientation.  
 
Table 2 
 
Restorative vs. Retributive Justice 
 
Restorative Justice Retributive Justice 
Harm reduction focused Punishment focused 
Inclusive Exclusive 
Dialogue centered Adversarial 
Relationship centered Power centered 
Shame based Silence based 
Reintegration based Division based 
Local and Individual focused (victim,  
offender, community) 
State focused 
 Lemley, 2001 
 
Retributive justice is often associated with modern Western legal systems 
(Tyler, 2006), which wield considerable influence over how justice is meted out 
around the world (Zehr, 2002).  Increasingly, scholars have noted the failures of 
the current system.  For example, Christie (1977) asserted that state intervention 
took conflict away from stakeholders and the community members, effectively 
leaving them out of the resolution process and opportunities to repair civil 
relations.  Understanding the desire for something more after removal of the 
conflict, RJ proponents offered it as an alternative approach that could be used to 
address the needs of victims, offenders, and communities after a crime or harm 
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takes place (Johnstone & Van Ness, 2007).  A prominent voice in the movement, 
Zehr (2002) promoted RJ as a remedy to the negative outcomes associated with 
the Western judicial system based on the following principles: 
1. crime, [or harm], is a violation of people and of interpersonal 
relationships, and those 
2. violations create obligations, of which  
3. the central obligation is to put right the wrongs (p. 19). 
These ideas rest upon the underlying assumptions that members of 
society are all interconnected and thus, part of a web of relationships.  As such, 
harms committed against members of the community, damage the relationships 
and in turn, the web at large. This is why wrongs must be made right and not just 
with the person who has been harmed, but possibly the community at large as 
well.  
In alignment with the aforementioned principles, the first RJ projects came 
about in the 1970s in North America, when a Mennonite probation officer 
collaborated with a judge to have two youth convicted of vandalism meet with 
their victims to make amends.  This morphed into the first Victim-Offender 
Reconciliation Project (VORP), where the mediator facilitated a dialogue-driven 
process that allowed victims and offenders to come together to repair the harm 
caused by the offenders’ actions (Hopkins, 2004; Umbreit, Coates & Vos, 2004).  
Later known as Victim-offender mediation (VOM), such programs grew in number 
to nearly 300 by the late 1990s (Umbreit, 1999).   
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Lemley (2001) observed that while research showed minimal evidence of 
these projects reducing recidivism, the same was not true for victim and offender 
satisfaction rates.  Umbreit et al. (2004) found that both victim and offender 
participants reported feeling satisfied with the mediation process and perceived it 
as fairer.  This is supported by the findings of a meta-analysis that included 22 
studies, that showed higher levels of victim satisfaction with VOM as compared 
to traditional approaches such as incarceration, probation, and court-ordered 
restitution (Latimer, Dowden, & Muse, 2005).  This was true as well for offenders, 
however, the difference was not statistically significant.  Findings from the meta-
analysis also showed VOM to be a more effective means of ensuring compliance 
with restitution agreements and decreasing recidivism, contrary to Lemley’s 
assertion above.  The authors tempered their findings by noting the presence of 
self-selection bias, the choice to participate, and potential impact on the 
recidivism findings (Latimer et al., 2005). 
In the 1990’s, family group conferencing (FGC), became a more culturally 
responsive way (Kelly & Thorsborne, 2014) through which New Zealand sought 
to reform its juvenile justice system, particularly where Maori youth were 
concerned (Takagi & Shank, 2004).  Though as Daly (2000) noted, this change 
came only after unrest in the 1980s as the Maori advocated for a greater role in 
their affairs and less state interference, actions that would be in accordance with 
the Treaty of Waitangi (1840).  FGC is a process where families work with a 
facilitator but are largely responsible for creating plans to deal with negative 
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youth behavior (Presser & Van Voorhis, 2002).  This process supports the Maori 
belief that families and communities should play a role in determining what 
happens to the youth of their community once a crime is committed or harm 
occurs (Lemley, 2001). 
Nearby in Australia in 1993, police from the city of Wagga Wagga 
introduced a form of restorative conferencing similar to FGC based on 
criminologist John Braithwaite’s (1989) theory of reintegrative shaming (Van 
Ness & Strong, 2015).  The theory rests upon the idea that non-stigmatizing 
shame leads to accountability.  Non-stigmatizing shame allows the person who 
has caused harm to experience the feelings associated with shame, take 
responsibility for their actions and still feel connected to a supportive community.  
This is in contrast to shaming that excludes and isolates.  Assuming all people 
want to be part of a community, people are less likely to take responsibility when 
they are excluded from the group or feel as though they will not be reintegrated 
after they have done wrong. This idea became more widely accepted in RJ.  
Subsequently, in England and Wales in the late 1990s, legislation such as 
the Crime and Disorder Act and the Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 
were passed with the intention of reforming the juvenile justice system (Du Rose 
& Skinns, 2013).  Reparation was a focus in the former and a Youth Offender 
Panel (intended to be a process similar to FGC) was created through the second 
piece of legislation.  Though RJ was not mandated by the legislation, the panel 
was intended to be restorative in nature.   
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After acknowledging the benefits of RJ in the criminal justice context, the 
movement spread to educational institutions.  During the 1990s, schools in 
Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, Canada, and the United States 
began utilizing RJ practices, mostly as an alternative means of responding to 
problem behavior (Cameron & Thorsborne, 2001; Gonzalez, 2012; Karp & 
Breslin, 2001; Morrison, 2001; Stinchcomb et al., 2006).  
Conceptualizing Restorative Justice: 
From Criminal Justice to Education 
 
Historically, the literature demonstrates a struggle to craft a common 
definition of RJ (Daly, 2002; Latimer et al., 2005; Vaandering, 2011).  According 
to Walgrave (2011),  
Given its diverse roots, broad field of implementation, and current 
variety of forms, it is not surprising that restorative justice does not 
appear as a clearly defined set of thoughts and implementations but 
rather as a confused, seemingly even incoherent, assembly.  
(p. 94)   
Further demonstrating the challenge, Van Ness (2013) characterized RJ as a 
deeply contested concept which may elude a precise definition (see also 
Johnstone & Van Ness, 2007).  Such concepts typically garner general 
agreement with respect to meaning, are regarded positively, are complex, and 
change over time with new experiences and advancements in the field.  
The lack of a unifying definition, however, becomes increasingly 
problematic.  Clarity is needed as RJ expands into institutional contexts outside 
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of criminal justice, such as schools, workplace settings, family welfare, and child 
protection agencies (Daly, 2002/2016).  Failure to do so, creates confusion, 
provides opportunities for misapplication, and makes it difficult to measure the 
effectiveness of RJ (Evans & Vaandering, 2016; Presser & Van Voorhis, 2002; 
Vaandering, 2011; Walgrave, 2011).  As a result, this literature review seeks to 
provide a synthesis of the most common RJ definitions from the criminal justice 
and education literature before operationalizing the term for this dissertation.   
Criminal Justice Context.  Again, the theory, principles, and practices that 
make up RJ in Western society originate from reform efforts in the criminal justice 
system (Braithwaite, 1999).   RJ differs from most common ideas about justice in 
that it does not focus merely on punishing individuals who offend.  Instead, it 
goes further and looks at how harms committed against the individual and 
community can be repaired (Cameron & Thorsborne, 2001).  In attempting to 
define RJ, experts in the field proffered explanations that most often are either 
process- or outcome-based, with a majority of advocates in favor of the former 
(Morrison & Ahmed, 2006; Walgrave, 2011).    
To that end, an oft-cited definition is one offered by Tony Marshall (1996), 
who defines RJ as “a process whereby all the parties with a stake in a particular 
offence come together to resolve collectively how to deal with the aftermath of 
the offence and its implications for the future” (p. 37).  RJ definitions such as this 
place a premium on the process but are not without criticism.  For example, while 
conceding Marshall’s as an “acceptable working definition” (p.11), Braithwaite 
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(2002) found the focus on process too narrow in scope.  He pointed out 
Marshall’s failure to include core values and “tell us who or what is to be 
restored” (p. 11).  Braithwaite (2002) filled in the gaps by designating the victim, 
offender, and community as the who to be restored and the what to be restored 
as contextual, depending on what was meaningful to those involved in the 
matter.  As such, restoration can cover property loss, injury, sense of security, 
dignity, sense of empowerment, deliberative democracy, sense of justice served, 
and social support.   
Howard Zehr (2002), known for his pioneering work in the field of criminal 
justice, offered a definition that built on Marshall’s and addressed Braithwaite’s 
concern about the missing focus on restoration. He proposed that RJ "provides 
an alternative framework for thinking about wrongdoing in society” (p. 5).  Zehr 
went on to define RJ as “a process to involve, to the extent possible, those who 
have a stake in a specific offense and to collectively identify and address harms, 
needs, and obligations, in order to heal and put things as right as possible” (p. 
37).  While Walgrave (2008) saw Zehr’s definition as an improvement over 
Marshall’s, he nevertheless found it limiting as reparative acts still require some 
form of deliberation, leaving out other potentially reparative actions.    
As such, Bazemore and Walgrave (1999) proposed a simple, though 
broad, outcome-based definition where “RJ is every action that is primarily 
oriented toward doing justice by repairing the harm that has been caused by a 
crime” (p. 48). Walgrave (2008) later revised the definition to state that RJ is “an 
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option for doing justice after the occurrence of an offence that is primarily 
oriented towards repairing the individual, relational, and social harm caused by 
that offence” (p. 21).  Both versions focused on what the authors contended to be 
the crucial tenet of RJ—reparation.  Such an essentialist view, they posited, 
provided for a broader set of reparative interventions than what might otherwise 
be allowable within process-based definitions such as fines, restitution and 
community service.   
While acknowledging that stakeholder involvement provides the context 
for the most restorative outcomes, Walgrave (2011) also recognized that the 
voluntary nature of RJ could sometimes preclude restoration if a party refused to 
participate and the process was not able to move forward.  As such, it makes 
sense to take an approach that offers some degree of restoration to those who 
have been harmed, even if minimal and coerced, as opposed to providing 
nothing at all.  Such an approach, while expedient and well-intentioned, seems 
very similar to what currently exists in the criminal justice system, with the state 
managing the conflict, not those most impacted by it.  This line of thinking 
represents the minority view.  RJ advocates, like McCold (2000), rejected this 
simpler definition, exulting voluntariness and stakeholder participation as key to 
determining restorative outcomes.     
In addition to the tension between process- and outcome-based definitions 
of RJ, a growing number of scholars and practitioners have offered an even 
broader conceptualization of RJ that focuses on its potential for transformation.  
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For instance, Johnstone and Van Ness (2007) offered three conceptions of RJ 
that range in scope from narrow to broad:  encounter, reparative, and 
transformative.  Van Ness (2013) explained each conception further.  First, the 
encounter conception simply requires stakeholder involvement in the process.  
Second, the reparative conception focuses more on outcomes and on how the 
harm will be repaired.  Finally, the transformative conception goes beyond the 
process- and outcome-oriented focus of the first two conceptions to include RJ’s 
potential to generate great change within individuals and structures and become 
a “way of life” (p. 33).    
Gavrielides (2007) offered support for the transformative conception 
offered above, stating that “RJ, in nature, is not just a practice or just a theory. It 
is both. It is an ethos; it is a way of living. It is a new approach to life, 
interpersonal relationships and a way of prioritizing what is important in the 
process of learning how to coexist in our respective communities” (p. 139).  
Moreover, Zellerer (2013) saw transformation as the vision of RJ, empowering 
communities and the people within them to solve their own problems and resolve 
conflict. As such, she cautioned against an overly prescriptive RJ, which could 
potentially block its transformative power.  
While the idea of transformation seems appealing, especially in an 
educational context, this conceptualization of RJ is not without criticism either.  
For instance, MacAllister (2013) questioned whether RJ transformation and 
restoration are even compatible outcomes.  Transformation, he explained, 
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requires making a significant change, while restoration, requires returning to a 
previous state.  Thus, he argued the notion of transformation within a restorative 
framework to be linguistically paradoxical.  As such, more specific language by 
RJ advocates is necessary to adequately capture the effectiveness of RJ.  
Educational Context.  The issue of defining RJ becomes even more 
complex in the educational context, though notions of reparation and making 
things right remains steadfast.  The conceptualization of RJ in schools builds 
upon the foundation set in the field of criminal justice but often include increased 
focus on relationships.  For instance, Cameron and Thorsborne (2001) offered 
that “RJ in the school setting views misconduct not as school-rule-breaking, and 
therefore as a violation of the institution, but as a violation against people and 
relationships in the school and wider community (p. 183).  In a similar vein, 
Amstutz and Mullet (2015) posited that,  
RJ promotes values and principles that use inclusive, collaborative 
approaches for being in community. These approaches validate the 
experiences and needs of everyone within the community, 
particularly those who have been harmed, marginalized, oppressed, 
or harmed.  These approaches allow us to act and respond in ways 
that are healing rather than alienating or coercive. (p. 15) 
In further support of the importance of relationships, Morrison and Vaandering 
(2012) characterized RJ as a way to create safe and caring schools through a 
relational approach that prioritizes relationships and social engagement over the 
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punitive regulatory schemes that schools have relied on when it comes to 
disciplining students. As such, RJ allows for both high levels of support and 
accountability.  Ultimately, RJ is about changing, not only behavior, but the 
conditions that cause it as well (Stinchcomb et al., 2006).  This is in alignment 
with the transformation conceptualization put forth by Johnstone and Van Ness 
(2007).  
 For the purposes of this dissertation, RJ will be defined as a relational 
approach to creating safe and caring school climates utilizing a common set of 
practices that prioritizes working together to identify and address the harms, 
needs, and obligations of stakeholders in order to facilitate healing and to make 
the situation as right as possible.  When adopted as a whole-school approach, 
RJ can be used in preventive and instructive capacities as well to transform 
school communities (Cameron & Thorsborne, 2001; Morrison & Vaandering, 
2012; Zehr, 2002). 
Differing Terminology.  In addition to lacking a unifying definition, RJ in the 
educational literature provides an additional layer of confusion with respect to 
terminology (Zellerer, 2013) as multiple terms are often used.  Case in point, one 
might see the terms restorative justice, restorative practices, restorative 
measures, restorative interventions, and restorative approaches used 
interchangeably in the literature (Sellman, Cremin, & McCluskey, 2013; 
Thorsborne & Blood, 2013).  Because of the connotations associated with the 
term justice, schools are sometimes reluctant to adopt the language used within 
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our criminal justice system.  Sellman et al. (2013) suggest that the language 
used within our criminal justice system does not easily transfer to education. 
In other instances, scholars and practitioners attempt to distinguish RJ 
from other terms, namely restorative practice (RP).  For example, Kelly and 
Thorsborne (2014) defined RP as “the doing of RJ” (p. 17) and characterized it 
as a term more suitable for the application of RJ principles in educational settings 
(Shaw, 2007).  In contrast, the International Institute of Restorative Practice 
(IIRP) distinguished between RJ and RP, viewing RJ as a reactive response to 
deal with harm once it occurs, and RP as a continuum of practices used to build 
relationships and prevent harm from occurring.  Vaandering (2011) argued that 
using different terms only creates further ambiguities regarding RJ.  Instead she 
suggested continued use of the original term but broadening the conception of 
harm and justice to eliminate the need for other terms.  
For the purposes of this dissertation, the term restorative justice will be 
used as an umbrella term.  In an attempt to eliminate additional acronyms, 
specific aspects of RJ, such as values, principles, and practices will be noted as 
follows: RJ values; RJ principles, RJ practices. 
Restorative Justice Values and Principles  
Effective RJ implementation is based upon a strong understanding of its 
foundational values and principles (Thorsborne & Blood, 2013).  Common values 
can act as a unifying force for RJ theory and practice, ensuring flexibility to 
include a variety of RJ practices and to exclude those which ultimately are not 
42 
 
restorative in nature (Pranis, 2007).  Further, belief in RJ values helps to ensure 
restorative outcomes (Van Ness & Strong, 2015; Zehr, 2002). 
Values such as forgiveness, remorse, and mercy resonate strongly with 
people.  Braithwaite (2002) argued that while such values are important, they 
cannot be mandated or coerced, and even lose value if acquired under such 
circumstances.  Instead, he recognized the power in designing RJ practices and 
processes that allow for these values to come to fruition, leading to opportunities 
for transformation as mentioned previously.  Building on Braithwaite’s stance, 
Pranis (2007) divided values into two categories: process and individual.  Under 
this categorization, process values guide and assist in determining the quality of 
the RJ practice, while individual values are expected to be nurtured or developed 
as a result of participating in the RJ practice.  
While scholars and practitioners indicate there is no singular, definitive list 
of values, there are some common ones reiterated throughout the literature.  For 
instance, the values of respect, trust, tolerance, inclusion, responsibility, mutual 
care, individual dignity, reparation, non-domination, fairness, openness, 
empowerment, empathy, humility, integrity, interconnectedness, individuality, and 
congruence between beliefs and actions have all been cited as RJ values (Dyck, 
2004; Herman, 2004; Hopkins, 2004; Pranis, 2007; Zehr, 2002).  This list 
represents a combination of process and individual values.   
Inextricably connected to RJ values, and just as important, are RJ 
principles.  Zehr (2002) advised practitioners to ensure that RJ practices and 
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programs address the following three principles: harm, needs, obligations, and 
engagement.  He summarizes each as follows:  
1. Harm and Needs: ensures initial focus on victims and their needs 
with regards to reparation but expands to include the needs of 
offenders and communities as well, which may require actions to 
address the underlying causes of the crime. 
2. Obligations: focus on wrongdoer accountability, including 
understanding the impact of their actions. In addition, wrongdoers 
understand they have a responsibility to engage in reparative 
actions.  
3. Engagement: ensures that key people involved in the problem 
(victim, wrongdoer, community members) are part of the resolution.   
As demonstrated in Figure 1, these three principles are interrelated. A RJ 
practice that is missing any one of these is not fully restorative.  However, 
attempting to address all three RJ principles helps to keep relationships at the 
core. 
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Figure 1. Restorative Justice Principles 
 
Finally, understanding the values and principles help to more sharply define RJ 
(Johnstone & Van Ness, 2007) and guide the practice of RJ in schools, which will 
be explored in the next section. 
Restorative Practices 
Because schools vary from penal institutions in purpose and practice, the 
highlighted RJ practices below have been adapted or created to fit the context.  
Van Ness and Strong (2015) proposed that the characterization of a process or 
practice as restorative is determined by the degree to which it embodies the 
values and principles of RJ.  Such a view creates a necessary bridge and 
continuity to address the contextual differences between RJ implementation in 
the two settings.  As a result, various interventions and practices can be 
implemented in school settings and remain consistent with the spirit of RJ.  
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Before implementation however, it is important that schools become familiar with 
the range of RJ practices that exist.   
As opposed to an exhaustive list, this section describes a variety of RJ 
practices implemented in schools.  They are discussed as part of a continuum 
that range from informal to more formal practices, with the allocation of time and 
resources for each increasing along the way (Costello, Wachtel, & Wachtel, 
2009; Hopkins, 2004; McCluskey et al. 2008a; Morrison et al., 2005).  Figure 2 
below represents one way to visualize a continuum of RJ practices.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Continuum of Restorative Justice Practices 
 
Sometimes, there is overlap between RJ practices.  For example, RJ 
practices used on the informal end of the continuum can provide opportunities to 
develop foundational skills that can later be used in practices at the formal end of 
the continuum. The processes and goals of RJ practices are often similar, but 
time, convenience, and resources may factor into which practice is actually used 
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(Hopkins, 2004), offering schools much-needed flexibility when dealing with 
students.  Another implementation difference in school settings is the distinction 
sometimes drawn between RJ practices as either proactive and preventive or 
reactive and responsive (Hendry, 2009). On the continuum, practices considered 
preventive are on the informal end, whereas responsive practices are nearer to 
the formal end. 
Community-Building Circles. Though circles are not unique to RJ and 
have been used in other contexts, such as group therapy, they are a core 
component of RJ practice and function in multiple ways.  For example, circles 
can initially be used to have fun, build trust, check in, and develop a sense of 
community and safety amongst students and staff.  Circles can also be used for 
problem solving, responding to behavior, and as an instructional strategy.  
Discussion in circles can occur sequentially or non-sequentially (Costello, 
Wachtel, & Wachtel, 2010; Hendry, 2009; Hopkins, 2004).  The many uses of 
circles make them a popular RJ practice to implement in and out of classrooms.  
To be most effective, Hendry (2009) suggested that clear norms be established 
and taught before implementing circles.  He offers the following ideas: 
1. Voluntary participation  
2. Right to equal contribution and value (a symbolic talking piece can 
be used to identify who has the right to speak) 
3. Take responsibility for contributions 
4. Show respect 
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Hopkins (2004) further underscored the importance of circles and believed 
that the foundational skills, values, and buy-in needed to effectively engage in RJ 
practice can be developed through regular use of circles in the classroom.  For a 
lengthier discussion on circles and the various ways in which they can be used 
see Costello et al. (2010). 
Affective Statements.  Very informal, affective statements allow both 
adults and students to verbally express their feelings using “I” statements 
(Costello et al., 2009).  For example, a typical teacher response to a student who 
is being disruptive and talking in class might be, “You should not talk in class.”  
An affective statement, on the other hand, would identify, not only the behavior in 
question, but the feeling about the behavior, such as, “I get frustrated when I am 
trying to teach, and you are talking and not listening.”  Costello et al. (2009) 
asserted that affective statements help students begin to learn how their actions 
impact others. 
Restorative Inquiry.  Usually initiated by staff upon observing a problem, 
this type of inquiry, or questioning, requires active, empathic listening and offers 
the student an opportunity to describe their version of the facts in addition to 
sharing their thoughts and feelings. This type of interaction usually occurs in a 
one-on-one context. Underlying restorative inquiry is a belief that conflict is a 
natural part of life, offering an opportunity to learn and build better relationships 
(Costello et al., 2009; Hopkins, 2004).  Restorative inquiry is essential for 
restorative conversations and more formal practices, such as conferences.  An 
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example of the types of questions utilized in restorative inquiry are presented in 
below in Table 3. 
 
Table 3  
Restorative Inquiry Questions 
Challenging Behavior Helping Those Affected 
What happened? What did you think when you realized 
what happened? 
What were you thinking/feeling at the 
time? 
 
What impact has this incident had on 
you and others? 
What have you thought about since?  
What has been the hardest thing for 
you? 
 
Who has been affected by what you 
have done?  In what way have they 
been affected? 
 
What do you think needs to happen to 
make things right? 
 
What do you think you need to do to 
make things right? 
 
Costello et al., 2009; Hopkins, 2004 
 
Restorative Conversation. Restorative conversations can occur in a matter 
of minutes and can be used to address minor problems between students or 
those that could evolve into something more serious if not addressed (Hendry, 
2009).  Such conversations provide an opportunity for staff and students to use 
affective statements and restorative inquiry, while practicing active listening skills 
in order to resolve conflict between small numbers of students (Costello et al., 
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2009; Hopkins, 2004).  This is reminiscent of the powerful dialogical method 
which Freire and Shor (1987) characterize as having the ability to transform 
social interaction in the classroom.  Conflict between larger groups of students or 
more serious offenses might be better suited for problem-solving circles or 
conferences. 
Mediation (Conflict or Victim/Offender).  Mediation is “a process involving 
a neutral third party or parties, whose role is to support those in conflict to come 
to a mutually acceptable resolution, or at least to find a way of moving forward” 
(Hopkins, 2004, p. 34).  Here, mediation is not time bound as would be in a legal 
setting.  In addition, the restorative questions should drive the process, allowing 
the focus of the mediation to be on making it right as opposed to coming to 
consensus or agreement, though neither is precluded. This is important because 
participants will have an ongoing relationship as a result of attending the same 
school.   
Further, RJ mediation occurs in two contexts.  According to Hopkins 
(2004), the first involves two people with a shared conflict that needs to be 
resolved. The second is what is often referred to as Victim/Offender Mediation 
(VOM), which occurs when one of the parties has admitted at least some fault in 
causing harm to the other.  This RJ practice can be used to address acts of 
bullying, however, facilitators must take great care to avoid re-victimizing the 
victim or causing further harm.  Lastly, on a cautionary note, Hendry (2009) 
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warned that while students can be used as peer mediators, care should be taken 
to ensure proper planning, training, case referral, and oversight. 
Problem-Solving Circles.  Circles used to address harm and promote 
healing and the rebuilding of relationships tend to be more formal.  As such, they 
usually require a larger chunk of time to facilitate (Hopkins, 2004).  Problem-
solving circles can be facilitated in the classroom, as well as by counselors or 
school administrators (Costello et al., 2010).  However, to be effective, Hopkins 
(2004) warned that participants should have practice with circles before using 
this format for more serious issues.  Hence the suggestion to begin with 
community-building circles as mentioned above. 
Conferences.  Restorative conferences are convened to address 
wrongdoing of a more serious nature and with larger groups of people 
(Hansberry, 2016).  They have been used extensively and are a popular practice 
(Cameron & Thorsborne, 2001; Drewery, 2004).  Those involved or impacted by 
the situation, including supporters, are invited to participate.  Utilizing the circle 
format, they represent the most formal RJP on the continuum.  Conferences 
require significantly more time, more planning, and a trained facilitator (Wachtel 
et al., 2010).  Often, a script is used to guide the process (Hansberry, 2016).  To 
convene a conference, it is important that harm is acknowledged first.  This 
allows the conference to focus on the impact of the harm, understanding various 
perspectives, and determining the best way in which to repair the harm and move 
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forward (Hopkins, 2004).  Hansberry (2016) stressed the importance of follow-up 
post conference to ensure compliance with agreements. 
Family Group Conferences.  FGCs in schools, on the other hand, focus on 
the ways in which the community can provide support to a student and/or his 
family in order to address problems and change behavior (Hayden, 2013; Smull, 
Wachtel, & Wachtel, 2012) getting in the way of that student’s being safety, 
health, or academically successful.  It may not necessarily involve an aggrieved 
party or conflict with another student.  As a result, some schools use FGCs as an 
alternative to suspension and expulsion and/or as part of the re-entry process 
following exclusion.  In terms of the process, a coordinator is typically 
designated.  The role of the coordinator can include pre-planning activities such 
as identifying and inviting necessary stakeholders for participation along with 
prepping the child and their caregivers (Hayden, 2013; Smull et al., 2012).  
During the FGC, the coordinator facilitates the event, and shares necessary 
information and potential options with the family, before leaving them to privately 
discuss the information and agree on a course of action to move forward.  
Afterward, the coordinator returns to hear the plan and write it down for the 
family. After the FGC, the coordinator is also responsible for following up to 
ensure compliance with the plan (Lemley, 2001). 
 In summary, the RJ practices discussed above work together to provide 
opportunities for students and staff to develop skills that allow them to 
productively deal with conflict and prevent further wrongdoing from occurring.  At 
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the same time, the RJ practices discussed also provide strategies to respond to 
more serious behavior or harm that occurs.  However, in order to be able to 
implement and facilitate RJ practices, it is important to used trained staff.  
Hopkins (2004) argues that facilitators should be able to: remain impartial and 
non-judgmental; remain respectful of all people and perspectives involved; listen 
actively and empathically; and develop rapport with participants. Schools and 
districts should take this into consideration when determining who will do this 
work with students and what kind of training and support will be needed. 
 
Restorative Justice Implementation 
Cremin (2012) acknowledged that while the call to implement RJ can be 
powerful, sites should not underestimate the challenge of change.  As complex 
organizations full of competing initiatives, schools must recognize that change 
will not happen easily or swiftly.  In fact, major philosophical shifts are often 
necessary to go from a retributive, punitive based model of discipline and climate 
to a restorative one (Karp & Breslin, 2001).  Therefore, before making the 
decision to implement, school leaders should have a clear vision for the work and 
how RJ will fit their school context and culture (Van Ness, 2013).  One 
implementation decision that must be made is with regard to scope of the 
initiative.  
Schools and districts make the decision to implement RJ for various 
reasons.  For instance, some seek alternatives to punitive, exclusionary 
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disciplinary practices (Anyon et al., 2016; Rideout, Roland, Salinitri, & Frey, 
2010) and resulting disproportionality (Simson, 2013).  Others seek to improve 
school climate and culture (Bazemore & Schiff, 2012).  Early RJ implementation 
in schools largely focused on the former and tended to be narrow in scope.  As a 
result, RJ practices such as conferences and circles were adopted as 
alternatives to suspension, with the responsibility of facilitation typically falling to 
those traditionally responsible for dealing with student behavior, like school 
administrators (Gonzalez, 2012; McCluskey et al., 2011).  The literature provides 
support for the use of RJ practices as an effective alternative to suspension.  In 
fact, some of the earliest RJ research conducted in schools focused solely on the 
implementation of conferencing to do so (Cameron & Thorsborne, 2001; 
Drewery, 2004).  
Narrow Approaches   
For example, Cameron and Thorsborne (2001) found conferencing to be 
an effective intervention for dealing with serious student behavior.  In their study 
involving 119 Queensland, Australia schools, 89 conferences were facilitated for 
serious violations such as assault, drugs, property damage, theft, etc.  Not only 
did participants report high levels of satisfaction with both the conference process 
and outcomes, but offending students also maintained high compliance rates 
with conference agreements and were less likely to reoffend.  Likewise, New 
Zealand began utilizing conferencing in response to disproportionately high rates 
of suspension for Maori youth (Drewery, 2004).  Partnering with the Ministry of 
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Education, a team from the University of Waikato developed and installed a 
process for restorative conferencing in five schools.  Here too, participants 
reported significant satisfaction with the process as well as decreases in student 
suspensions after implementing conferences (Drewery, 2007).  
Less prominent in the literature, research has also been conducted on 
another form of conferencing—FGCs.  Originating in the New Zealand juvenile 
justice system in the early 1990s (Daly, 2000; Kelly & Thorsborne, 2014; Takagi 
& Shank, 2004), little research has focused on FGC in the school setting.  In a 
quasi-experimental study conducted in the United Kingdom, Hayden (2009) set 
out to determine whether FGCs were a more effective mechanism for dealing 
with serious attendance and behavior problems than the traditional practice of 
referring families to the Education Welfare Service (EWS), an outside agency 
responsible for ensuring parent compliance with compulsory school attendance 
laws.  The findings did not reveal improvements in attendance and suspensions 
for the intervention group, though there were successes with individual students.  
Modest gains, however, were made with the control group.  Even still, staff were 
open to continued use of FGC, noting the potential value of the process.  Some 
even expressed that FGCs might have been more effective if they had occurred 
sooner for the student—before things got too bad.   Nevertheless, in this 
instance, FGC showed promise as a viable option for dealing with individual 
students as with restorative conferencing in general. 
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Similarly, schools have used restorative circles as an alternative to 
suspension and means of dealing with problematic student behavior.  Circles, a 
core component of RJ practice, can function in a preventive or reactive capacity 
(Costello et al. 2010) though published studies indicate they are typically used in 
the latter capacity in response to problem behavior (Lewis, 2009; Ortega et al. 
2016; Utheim, 2014).  While some studies on the use of circles share 
commonalities with the research on conferencing, struggles with implementation 
are documented as well.  
For instance, as part of a larger study using a grounded theory 
methodology focused on the constructs of culture, barriers, internal motivation, 
engagement with restorative circles and outcomes, Ortega et al. (2016) 
conducted research on a restorative circles program in an urban, Southeastern 
high school.  The study only reported findings related to the outcomes construct.  
A mostly Black group of students (n = 35) and staff members (n = 25) were 
interviewed.  Both participant groups in the case study found the circles program 
to be beneficial with respect to decreasing the need for law enforcement referrals 
and suspensions, while simultaneously providing students with conflict resolution 
skills and opportunities to restore and improve relationships.  Although feedback 
for the use of circles was mostly positive, some participants cited feelings of 
disappointment and frustration when students were not truthful during circles or 
refused to participate.   
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This underscores the importance of the engaging necessary 
stakeholders—a RJ principle (Zehr, 2002), and having norms (Hendry, 2009) 
when using circles to repair harm and make things right.  Interestingly, circles in 
this study were facilitated by employees of a non-profit organization as opposed 
to someone within the school.  Some adult participants intimated that this could 
have been a factor in students’ lack of veracity or willingness to participate, as 
they had not built relationships with the facilitators.  While participant experiences 
were largely positive, this case study points to potential implementation problems 
that can arise as a result of using outside facilitators (Presser & Van Voorhis, 
2002).  As such, Ortega et al. (2016) suggested using facilitators students know 
and trust to remove potential barriers that could prevent students from full 
participation.    
In contrast, Cole Middle School in West Oakland, CA, was able to avoid 
some of the issues reported by Ortega et al. (2016).  Initially, the site began 
using circles in response to negative student behavior but eventually expanded 
their use to include community-building as well (Sumner et al., 2010) so circles 
were not solely utilized for students in trouble.  In addition, values and norms 
were established early on to guide the circle process, ensuring students knew 
what was expected of them.  Lastly, although the school partnered with a local 
non-profit to provide RJ implementation support, school staff and students were 
also trained to facilitate circles.  This helped to build trust and rapport amongst 
participants.  As a result, findings revealed high levels of satisfaction with RJ 
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implementation.  Further, after the site began using RJ practices, suspensions 
decreased by 87%, relationships throughout the campus improved, and 
stakeholders felt better able to cope with the violence occurring outside of the 
school.  Though this report represents a single case, the findings echo results of 
prior research and the potential for promising outcomes with RJ implementation.   
Utheim’s (2014) study added to the literature and lent credence to the 
notion that a school should take its culture and context into account when 
deciding if, when, and how to implement RJ (Van Ness, 2013).  His ethnographic 
study, conducted in an alternative high school serving students returning from 
juvenile detention centers, demonstrated how contextual factors can lead to 
different experiential outcomes with restorative circles. The author did not 
indicate if any type of preparation or training was provided for staff and students 
at the school.  Nevertheless, in this particular setting, staff did not seem to buy-in 
to the use of RJ and struggled to engage students in community-building circles.   
For instance, in a prompt asking about their future, a common student 
response was, “What does it matter?...we’re never getting out of the hood 
anyway,” or when prompted to speak about police brutality, another student 
response was, “It doesn’t matter…there ain’t nothing we can do about it” (p. 365).  
Instead of blaming students for their disengagement, however, Utheim (2014) 
suggested that their response to the circles process may have been indicative of 
an overly simplistic characterization of RJ that failed to integrate the lived 
experiences of students and additionally failed to acknowledge the role power, 
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oppression, and racial privilege play in RJ ideologies and practice.  This seems 
especially true with regard to the use of circles for addressing problem behavior.  
For example, during circles, students are expected to take responsibility for 
harms committed, share information, and be honest.  In some schools and 
communities, such as the one in which the study school was situated, such acts 
could be considered snitching and result in a student being hurt or facing 
retaliation.  Such prospects could create a dilemma for students who want to 
participate in circles but face a different type of reality outside of the school 
gates.   
Rather than focus solely on the effectiveness of circles, Utheim’s (2014) 
findings are presented to provide a relevant perspective not often addressed in 
the literature with regard to alternative school settings and provides insight to 
potential challenges that can arise while implementing restorative circles. Such 
data might prove helpful for schools serving similar students or those schools 
turning to RJ as a means of addressing complex issues like equity and 
disproportionate disciplinary practices where sensitive topics related to race, 
power, and privilege are likely to come up. 
Overall, the research indicates participants often have positive 
experiences with the process and outcomes of conferences and circles and view 
them as beneficial, even amidst concerns regarding their overall scope and 
feasibility during daily school activities (McCluskey et al., 2008a).  This makes 
sense, as conferences exist on the most formal part of the RJ practice 
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continuum, requiring more time and resources than less formal RJ practices 
(Wachtel et al., 2010; also see Figure 2.2).  Consequently, conferences should 
be reserved for serious behaviors (Cameron & Thorsborne, 2001; Sumner et al., 
2010) and part of a broader implementation effort.  Schools face a myriad of 
problematic student behaviors, not all serious.  Thus, conferences and circles are 
not sufficient for large-scale, long-term change in individual students or school 
environments when adopted as stand-alone practices (Morrison et al., 2005).  
Such outcomes require structural change and culture shifts to disrupt the school-
to-prison pipeline and counter the impact of zero-tolerance policies (Bazemore & 
Schiff, 2012).  As Payne and Welch (2015) argue, the full impact of RJ will only 
be evident when adopted by the entire school—principles and practices.   
Whole-School Approach  
According to Gonzalez (2012) “a significant development in the field of 
school-based restorative justice practice was a movement beyond conferencing 
models and the establishment of a continuum of restorative approaches” (p. 
301).  Whole-school approaches utilize a continuum of RJ practices to 
comprehensively address school climate, culture, and individual student behavior 
(Thorsborne & Blood, 2013).  Students’ behavior does not occur in a vacuum, so 
when they misbehave, it can be suggestive of the school’s failure to meet their 
needs.  Whole school approaches can teach both students and teachers how to 
better relate with one another while simultaneously addressing structural and 
environmental factors that may contribute to negative student behavior (Hopkins, 
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2004).  This is in alignment with Cremin’s (2012) assertion that schools cannot 
just focus on fixing kids without fixing the structures and the environments that 
surround them.  Change begins with the adults who control the educational 
institution (Thorsborne & Blood, 2013).  
While Belinda Hopkins’ (2004) tome was one of the first to advocate for a 
whole-school approach to RJ implementation, one of the first large-scale studies 
to provide additional support for the idea took place in Scotland.  McCluskey et 
al., (2008a/2008b) conducted an evaluation of a RJ pilot in eighteen schools.  
The research team conducted interviews with approximately 400 people and 
collected survey data from 1160 students and 627 staff members.  While overall 
study findings were promising, there was greater implementation success at the 
elementary school level.  At the secondary level, staff had less favorable opinions 
of RJ and were more hesitant to give up punitive practices.  Their statements 
underscored the tension often experienced when attempting to shift from 
systems and policies that rely on power, control, compliance, and conformity to 
systems based on a restorative philosophy.  Such feelings may help to explain 
other data in the study.  For instance, the authors reported that two of the ten 
secondary schools were designated as having achieved significant school-wide 
achievement as measured by:  positive staff reception, evidence of school 
change, student familiarity with RJ terms, evidence of improved relationships, 
integration of RJ into school policy, focus on values, and impact on discipline 
data (McCluskey et al., 2008b).  This is consistent with a whole-school approach.  
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In contrast, seven of the eight primary schools achieved that same designation.  
Overall, the authors’ findings supported the notion that policies focused on simply 
controlling and managing student behavior as opposed to those that focused on 
building and maintaining positive relationships did not provide the ideal 
foundation for successful RJ implementation (see also Hopkins, 2004; Morrison 
et al., 2005).   
 With that in mind, Shaw (2007) urged schools to integrate RJ practices 
with the policies and practices of the school, which can require significant time, 
resources, and shifts in culture.  Such an attempt to integrate RJPP with policy 
efforts occurred in Canada when the trustees of a southwestern Ontario school 
board decided to pilot RJ in seven schools in 2008.  To measure the impact, 
Rideout et al. (2010) utilized a two-phase explanatory mixed-methods design to 
measure the impact of RJ practices on negative student behavior incidents, 
student achievement, and school culture in the small pilot. Within-subjects 
comparisons of pilot schools demonstrated significant decreases in the total 
number of behavior incidents at the elementary schools (n = 5), especially those 
relating to safety.  Data from the high schools (n = 2) also showed a significant 
decrease in the total number of behavioral incidents for insubordination.    
With respect to academic achievement, as measured by student grades, 
data revealed a significant decrease at the elementary school level.  Conversely, 
there was also an increase at the high school level, though not a significant one.  
The authors noted that differences in grading periods between the two levels and 
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the time of data collection may have factored into the mixed results. Lastly, 
qualitative data demonstrated a perceived improvement in overall school culture 
as a result of RJ implementation.  Participants shared that students felt more 
comfortable, less stressed, and better able to resolve issues.  Though outcomes 
were positive, the findings of this study were limited due to the small sample size. 
Around the same time, a longitudinal study was under way in the state of 
Colorado.  Gonzalez’s (2015) findings demonstrated how a comprehensive RJ 
approach combined with policy change at both the school and district level could 
be helpful in combatting disproportionality. The first of its kind to take place in an 
urban, US school district, the study set out to explore the impact of RJ 
implementation in Denver Public Schools (DPS).  Data collected during 2003 - 
2013 were obtained through a combination of observations, interviews and 
discipline records.  It is important to note that while DPS initially implemented RJ 
as an alternative to suspension model, in 2009 the district switched to a 
preventive, comprehensive model focused on creating positive school cultures 
and addressing student behavior.  Ultimately, DPS found that RJ had the biggest 
impact utilizing the whole-school approach, confirming previous studies. Thus, 
the outcomes of Colorado’s RJ implementation have broad implications for 
similar US school districts with respect to reducing suspension rates. 
For instance, Gonzalez’s (2015) findings highlighted a substantial 
decrease in the district’s suspension rate from 10.58% to 5.63% over a seven-
year period beginning in 2006.  Notably, overall suspensions rates for subgroups 
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decreased too. Though disproportionality was not completely eradicated, the 
suspension rate for Black students fell from 17.61% to 10.42%, helping to narrow 
the discipline gap.  This represented the largest drop in suspensions for any 
subgroup.  Surprisingly, decreases in suspensions were even more pronounced 
at individual schools.  For example, after schoolwide implementation of RJ at one 
school, suspensions for Black students went from 16.89% to 2.86% in just one 
school year.  Another high school saw their suspension rate for Black students 
drop from 24.4% in 2006 - 2007, to 6.25% over a span of four years, 
representing an 18-point decrease.  Though not completely eliminated, DPS 
made great strides in closing the discipline gap.  As a result of the promising 
work done in DPS, this study can serve as a model for districts desiring to 
implement RJ to address disproportionate suspension rates.   
Gonzalez (2015) also pointed out important academic outcomes as well.  
DPS students demonstrated academic growth in statewide tests, ACT scores, 
and graduation rates.  Dropout rates also decreased.  The author acknowledged 
that while the gains could be coincidental to RJ implementation, findings from 
other studies confirm similar outcomes, where low-suspending districts pointed to 
higher test scores after controlling for factors such as poverty and socio-
economic status.  Studies such as this shed light on the potential of RJ to make 
change in areas beyond student discipline when implemented as a whole-school 
approach.  However, the findings are often limited due to research designs  
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chosen by the researchers.  A couple of recent studies looked at new ways of 
studying RJ implementation and thereby broadening the research base 
 
The Issue of Race in Restorative Justice 
Finally, research has shown that race can be an indicator of staff 
willingness to implement RJ with Black students (Payne & Welch, 2015).  While 
Gregory et al. (2014) and Anyon et al. (2016) hint at the promise of RJ as a 
viable option for addressing issues of equity in school disciplinary practices and 
outcomes, separate findings point to student race as a barrier to doing so.  Case 
in point, Payne and Welch’s (2015) study extends prior research on racial threat, 
which is “a critical macro level explanation for greater social control, which 
predicts that the spatial presence of a high ratio of Blacks will intensify public 
punitiveness, because of the perceived political, economic, or criminal threat that 
a relatively large minority population presents to the White majority” (p. 543).  
They hypothesize that schools with a larger percentage of Black students are 
less likely to utilize RJ practices.  A logistic regression analysis of data from 294 
traditional secondary public schools confirmed the hypothesis.  After controlling 
for a myriad of other factors such as poverty, the authors found race to be 
significantly and negatively associated with the use of RJ practices.  
To the contrary, Anyon et al.’s (2016) findings demonstrated that Black 
students had comparable access to RJ interventions.  Seemingly positive, the 
increased access might be attributed to the fact that Black students were referred 
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to the office more often than their white peers, thus triggering restorative 
intervention.  Also at play might be the fact that DPS integrated RJ into its 
discipline policies and intentionally set out to address disproportionality.  Even 
with greater access to RJ however, Black students were still at high risk for 
suspension.  Because Black students are at the greatest risk for harsher, punitive 
consequences for misbehavior (Okonofua & Eberhardt, 2015; Skiba et al., 2002), 
Payne and Welch’s (2015) findings are even more troubling.  Taken with Anyon 
et al.’s (2016) findings, however, there seems to be hope that racial threat can be 
ameliorated if RJ is integrated with policy and practice.   
 
The Use of Advanced Quantitative Research Methods  
While most studies in this section have utilized qualitative methods, or 
mixed method approaches, a recent study utilized more advanced quantitative 
methods to study RJ.  Gregory, Clawson, Davis, and Gerewitz (2014) conducted 
a study involving two East Coast high schools implementing a whole-school 
model of RJ.  The researchers set out to determine whether higher levels of RJ 
implementation were a predictor for better relationships between teachers and 
students from various ethnic and racial backgrounds and for decreases in the 
use of disciplinary referrals for defiance.  The quality of teacher-student 
relationships was measured using data from student surveys focused on student 
perception of teacher respect, teacher surveys, and school discipline records.   
66 
 
Both hierarchical linear modeling and multiple linear regression were used 
to compare RJ implementation levels in and across classrooms.  Noting the 
variability of implementation across classrooms, findings from the study suggest 
an association between high levels of RJ implementation and better teacher-
student relationships.  In addition, high implementing teachers perceived as 
being more respectful, wrote fewer referrals and were less likely to 
disproportionately issue referrals to Black and Latino students.  Low 
implementing teachers, on the other hand, had larger discipline gaps amongst 
students.  Though further research is needed, the authors surmised that quality 
RJ implementation may show promise for improved disciplinary practices and 
more equitable outcomes.  
Similarly, Anyon et al. (2016) used hierarchical modeling to further explore 
student- and school-level discipline data from Denver Public Schools (DPS).  The 
authors set out to identify possible associations with RJ practices and 
subsequent disciplinary outcomes.  Findings indicated RJ practices might be a 
viable alternative to punitive disciplinary practices, not unlike previous research.  
However, a significant difference involved the use of advanced methods to 
address methodological flaws in the majority of studies, which overwhelming rely 
on single group designs that fail to include comparison groups, randomization, or 
controls.  This limits generalizability.  Here, data showed the odds of students 
receiving office referrals or suspensions decreased with each restorative 
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intervention.  This remained true even after controlling for race, gender, 
socioeconomic status, special education status, and other factors. 
Finally, Cornell et al. (2016) utilized multilevel path modeling to conduct 
two-levels of analysis in their study exploring the relationships between 
disciplinary structure and student support (authoritative school climate) to 
engagement, grades, and student aspirations.  This multi-level structure 
accounted for the nested nature of the student data collected within the school 
and demonstrated once again, the significance of disciplinary structure and 
student support to positive student outcomes.  Konold et al. (2014) echoed the 
importance of accounting for the nested structure of data and being mindful to 
not assume that individual and school level data are equivalent.  It is also crucial 
to understand that individual level data can be influenced by school level data 
impacting results and interpretation (Konold & Cornell, 2015).   
Marsh et al. (2012) provided further guidance on these methodological 
issues related to the nature of nested data and asserted that climate is inherently 
a level 2 (school/group) construct as opposed to a level 1(individual) construct 
and thus better suited to multi-model analysis.  The same could be said of 
discipline data (Skiba et al. 2014b).  Level 2 constructs are based on aggregates 
of level 1 variables.  As a result of the push from fellow researchers to utilize 
more advanced methods in studying the areas mentioned above (school climate, 
student discipline data, RJ), this study represents a seminal attempt to explore 
the relationship between ASC and RJR at the school level.  
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Study Variables  
Punitive school discipline policies and practices have had a 
disproportionate impact on Black students and must be remedied (Fabelo et al., 
2011).  Generally, ASC and RJ have been offered as potential solutions to the 
problem.  The main components of ASC, disciplinary structure and student 
support share similarities with RJ and values such as respect, forgiveness, and 
empathy.  As a result, the researcher wanted to explore the relationships further.  
Both ASC and RJ place a premium on relationships, which have been shown to 
be serve as a protective factor for Black students.   
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Table 4  
 
Study Variables 
 
Variable Definition Measurement 
Disciplinary 
Structure 
Refers to the idea that school 
rules are perceived as strict 
but fairly enforced. 
Constructed from nine 
Likert items in the ASC-
RJR Survey. 
 
Student Support   Refers to student perceptions 
that their teachers and other 
school staff members treat 
them with respect and want 
them to be successful. 
Constructed from 10 
Likert items in the ASC-
RJR Survey. 
Restorative Justice 
Readiness 
The measure of beliefs 
aligned with foundational RJ 
principles and values 
concerning harm, needs, 
obligations, and 
engagement.  Such 
alignment can potentially 
lead to increased buy-in and 
willingness to implement RJ 
practices. (Greer, 2018; 
Zehr, 2002).   
Constructed from 49 
Likert scale items in the 
ASC-RJR Survey. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
70 
 
Summary 
While research has demonstrated the potential benefits of RJ 
implementation in school settings (Bazemore & Schiff, 2012; Gregory et al., 
2014), the students who arguably could benefit from them most, may be the least 
likely to have access to such interventions as a result of their race (Payne & 
Welch, 2015).  This poses a significant problem for schools seeking to use RJ 
practices to decrease suspensions for students of color and mitigate the effects 
of disproportionality.  Ensuring that RJ implementation is part of a whole school 
approach and built into school policies can help to address potential barriers.  
Schools will do well to keep in mind that such large-scale change does not 
happen quickly and may take three to five years before full implementation 
occurs (Morrison et al., 2005).   Assessing RJR and ASC will allow schools an 
opportunity to explore values and beliefs before attempting to implement RJ. The 
next chapter will detail the study’s methodology. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between of 
Authoritative School Climate, as measured by disciplinary structure and student 
support, and Restorative Justice Readiness.  A secondary purpose of the study 
was to develop a reliable instrument that could be used to measure both. 
The hypotheses this study sought to explore were as follows: 
1. The items in the Disciplinary Structure subscale are correlated. 
2. The items in the Student Support subscale are correlated. 
3. The items in the original Harm subscale are correlated. 
4. The items in the original Needs subscale are correlated. 
5. The items in the original Obligations subscale are correlated. 
6. The items in the original Engagement subscale are correlated. 
7. There is an underlying factor structure for the Restorative Justice 
Readiness construct in the ASC-RJR instrument. 
8. Disciplinary Structure, Student Support, and Restorative Justice 
Readiness are correlated. 
9. Disciplinary Structure and Student Support are predictors of 
Restorative Justice Readiness. 
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The following sections of this chapter will explore the study’s research 
design, recruitment of participants, ethical considerations, sample and setting, 
instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, validity and trustworthiness, and 
role of the researcher.   
Research Design 
 
A quantitative methodology was chosen for this study.  More specifically, a 
survey was used to gather data needed to explore the relationship between ASC 
and RJR.  Survey data provide a “numeric description” of the perceptions of a 
sample, the results of which can be generalized to the larger population 
(Creswell, 2014, p. 13).  In addition, surveys represent the most common method 
for measuring school climate according to Wang and Degol (2015) who 
documented their use in almost 92% of empirical school climate studies.  Further, 
benefits of survey research include low cost, easy administration, and the ability 
to obtain data from large numbers of participants (Wang & Degol, 2015). 
Finally, the utilized select items from the secondary school teacher and 
staff version of the Authoritative School Climate Survey (ASCS) (Cornell, 2017), 
along with original items created to measure RJR based on values and principles 
discussed in the literature (Pranis, 2007; Schiff, 2007; Van Ness & Strong, 2015; 
Zehr, 2002; Zehr & Mika, 2003).  Permission to use the ASCS was obtained from 
one of the survey’s creators and appears in Appendix A.  
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Ethical Considerations  
 
The researcher applied for and secured approval to conduct this study 
from the California State University San Bernardino Institutional Review Board 
(see Appendix B).  Steps were taken to ensure confidentiality and anonymity.  
First, surveys were administered electronically, providing participants an 
opportunity to privately express their opinions without fear of retaliation.  Second, 
no names were collected on the survey instrument.  Additionally, the informed 
consent document specified that individual participant information would not be 
shared with site or district leadership.  Third, though demographic data were 
collected from the participants, it was not associated with names either.  Instead, 
participants were assigned case numbers based on the order in which they 
completed the survey.  Lastly, all data were downloaded, analyzed, and stored 
electronically on a password-protected computer to which only the researcher 
had access.  All data remain securely stored and will be discarded no sooner 
than five years after publication of this dissertation (American Psychological 
Association, 2010).   
An element of risk to participants is inevitable in research.  Personal 
values and beliefs are inseparable from conversations surrounding student 
discipline, school climate, and RJ thus creating the chance for participant 
discomfort and a potential fear of retaliation when probed about these ideas and 
asked to answer truthfully.  Taking the survey anonymously and the 
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dissemination of school-level data was intended to help guard against these 
risks.   
Equally important were the potential benefits of the study.  With an 
understanding that values and beliefs are integral aspects of school climate 
reform and RJ implementation, the knowledge gained from this study can provide 
participants an opportunity to explore values alignment and readiness before 
implementing RJ with the intention of increasing buy-in for the reform effort.  
Ideally, upon seeing survey results in the aggregate, school leaders will utilize 
the data to ensure the necessary training and support are provided to staff before 
requiring them to prematurely engage in RJ implementation.  Further, students 
can also benefit from attending schools where staff is committed to using school 
climate and RJ as reform efforts to transform learning environments into spaces 
capable of maximizing student engagement, safety, well-being, and learning.  All 
of this information was included in the informed consent form participants were 
asked to accept using Qualtrics. 
 
Recruitment of Participants 
 
Upon IRB approval to conduct the study, the researcher began recruiting 
participants for the study via face-to-face encounters and email.  As a trainer for 
San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools, the researcher had access to 
teachers, counselors, administrators and other school staff.  This provided an 
opportunity to recruit participants in person.  Those who agreed were sent a link 
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to the survey via email.  The content of this email was the same as the one sent 
to participants recruited by email.   
Participants recruited via email were not contacted until permission was 
granted by district and site leaders.  For instance, district leaders were asked for 
permission to conduct research in their respective districts.  Once approval was 
granted, principals at each high school were contacted via email to gain 
permission to conduct research at their school site.  Once principal permission 
was obtained, they were asked to provide the name of a staff member who would 
serve as a point of contact for the researcher.  This person was then contacted, 
informed of the study, and asked to forward a pre-written email to all staff once a 
week for a period of four weeks.  The body of the email contained the contents of 
the participant recruitment letter and a link to the informed consent and survey on 
the Qualtrics platform.  The informed consent was part of the survey. 
 
Research Sample and Setting 
 
This study was comprised of a convenience sample from various high 
schools in San Bernardino County, a region comprised of 33 school districts 
(Creswell, 2014).  Participants included traditional public-school teachers, 
counselors, administrators, and other staff members from twelve high schools 
across six Inland Valley school districts.  Participants were people who worked in 
schools and had direct contact with students on a daily basis.   
According to the California Department of Education’s DataQuest website, 
there were just over 20,000 certificated employees in the county in 2015-2016, 
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the last year for which figures were available.  According to Patten (2009), a 
sample of 377 would be necessary for generalizing findings to a population of 
20,000.  Alternatively, Stage et al. (2004) suggests 20 cases per variable.  With 
the three variables in this study, that would call for a sample of at least 60.  The 
final sample for this study consisted of 126 participants.   
 
Research Instrumentation 
 
 The original ASC-RJR Survey was a 74-item instrument largely designed 
by the researcher (see Table 5).  It contained 68 six-choice Likert scale items 
that ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  There are also six 
demographic items designed to collect school name, district, job, experience, 
gender, and race data.  The original ASC-RJR Survey had six subscales: 
Disciplinary Structure (nine items), Student Support (10 items), Harm (eight 
items), Needs (11 items), Obligations (14 items), and Engagement (16 items).  
Because of the importance of disciplinary structure and student support in this 
study, the first two subscales were wholly comprised of 19 items from the 
teacher/staff version of the Authoritative School Climate Survey (ASCS, see 
Cornell, 2017).  The remaining 49 Likert items were developed based on RJ 
principles and values found in the literature around harm, needs, resulting 
obligations, and engaging stakeholders in the process of resolving issues 
(Pranis, 2007; Schiff, 2007; Van Ness & Strong, 2015; Zehr, 2002; Zehr & Mika, 
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2003). The instrument appears below in Table 5.  Overall, the original ASC-RJR 
survey produced a reliability coefficient of .85. 
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       Table 5 
                 Original Authoritative School Climate-Restorative Justice Readiness Survey 
Disciplinary Structure 
Thinking about your school, would you 
agree or disagree with the statements 
below? Pick the answer that is closest to 
your view. 
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
1 The punishment for breaking school 
rules is the same for all students. 
      
2 Students at this school only get 
punished when they deserve it. 
      
3 Students here know the school rules 
for student conduct. 
      
4 If a student does something wrong, 
he or she will definitely be punished. 
      
5 Students can get away with 
breaking the rules at this school 
pretty easily (reverse coded). 
      
6 Students get suspended without 
good reason (reverse coded). 
      
7 Students get suspended for minor 
things (reverse coded). 
      
8 When students are accused of 
doing something wrong, they get a 
chance to explain. 
      
9 The adults at this school are too 
strict (reverse coded).  
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       Table 5 
                  Original Authoritative School Climate-Restorative Justice Readiness Survey cont’d 
Student Support--Respect for Students 
Most teachers and other adults at this 
school  
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
10 …care about all students. 
      
11 …want all students to do well. 
      
12 …listen to what students have to 
say. 
      
13 …treat students with respect. 
      
        
Student Support--Student Willingness to Seek Help 
Do you agree or disagree with the 
following statements about your school? 
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
14 Students know who to go to for 
help if they have been treated 
badly by another student. 
      
15 Students feel comfortable asking 
for help from teachers if there is a 
problem with a student. 
      
16 Students report it when one 
student hits another. 
      
17 Students are encouraged to report 
bullying and aggression. 
      
18 Teachers take action to solve the 
problem when students report 
bullying. 
      
19 Teachers know when students are 
being picked on or being bullied. 
      
                 Note:  Items 1-19 were taken from the Authoritative School Climate Survey and used with permission (Cornell, 2017) 
 ` 
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                Table 5 
                Original Authoritative School Climate-Restorative Justice Readiness Survey cont’d 
Harm  
When a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken 
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
20 …everyone is harmed equally. 
      
21 …some are harmed more than others.       
22 …harm only occurs to those directly 
involved. 
      
23 …people not directly involved can 
experience harm. 
      
24 
 
…relationships can be permanently 
damaged. 
      
25 …any harm to relationships can be 
repaired. 
      
26 
 
…it is more important to focus on 
relationships than broken rules. 
      
27 …the broken rule is the most important 
thing to consider. 
      
Needs 
When a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken, it is important to 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
strongly 
disagree 
disagree somewhat 
disagree 
somewhat 
agree 
agree strongly 
agree 
28 …determine what the person harmed 
needs. 
      
29 …prioritize the needs of the person 
harmed. 
      
30 ...ensure the person harmed be “made 
whole.” 
      
31 
 
…determine the needs of the person 
who did the harm. 
      
 ` 
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Table 5 
Original Authoritative School Climate-Restorative Justice Readiness Survey cont’d 
Needs 
When a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken, it is important to 
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
32 … respond to the needs of the person 
who did the harm. 
      
33 …figure out the causes of the 
wrongdoer’s behavior. 
      
34 …show concern for the person harmed 
and the wrongdoer. 
      
35 …treat the person who did the harm 
respectfully. 
      
36 ...provide positive support for the 
person who did the harm. 
      
37 …punish the person who did the harm.  
      
38 …discipline the person who did the 
harm. 
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Table 5 
Original Authoritative School Climate-Restorative Justice Readiness Survey cont’d 
Obligations 
When a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken, it is important for the person who 
did the harm to 
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
39 … repair the damaged relationship. 
      
40 … take responsibility for their actions. 
      
41 … apologize. 
      
42 … “make it right.” 
      
43 … understand the impact of their 
behavior. 
      
44 …be made an example of       
 45 …be punished severely 
      
 
Thinking about the role of schools, would you 
agree or disagree with the following 
statements?  It is important for schools to 
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
46 …teach those who harm to understand 
the impact of their behavior.  
      
47 …determine the causes of problem 
behavior. 
      
48 …teach students how to resolve 
conflict.  
      
49 
 
  50 
…punish students who break school 
rules. 
…prioritize context over consequence. 
      
51 …engage in practices that prevent 
problem behavior. 
      
52 …teach students expected behaviors. 
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Table 5 
Original Authoritative School Climate-Restorative Justice Readiness Survey cont’d 
 
Engagement 
When a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken 
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
53 …all those directly impacted should be 
part of the resolution. 
      
54 …the person harmed and the person 
who did the harm should be dealt with 
separately.  
      
55 ...the person harmed and the person 
who did the harm should resolve the 
issue face-to-face.  
      
56 …the person who did the harm 
deserves a chance to explain their 
actions.  
      
57 …the person harmed should not be 
allowed to interact with the person who 
did the harm. 
      
58 …dialogue can be an effective strategy 
for responding to serious behaviors. 
      
59 …dialogue can be an effective strategy 
for preventing serious behaviors. 
      
60 … dialogue can be an effective strategy 
for responding to minor behaviors. 
      
61 … dialogue can be an effective strategy 
for preventing minor behaviors.  
      
62 …those who have been harmed can 
benefit from talking about the problem. 
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Table 5 
 
Original Authoritative School Climate-Restorative Justice Readiness Survey cont’d 
 
Engagement 
 When a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken 
1  
strongly 
disagree 
2  
disagree 
3  
somewhat 
disagree 
4 
somewhat 
agree 
5  
agree 
6  
strongly 
agree 
63 …those who have done harm can 
benefit from talking about their 
behavior. 
      
64 …it is important for the person who did 
harm to hear how their actions affected 
others. 
      
65 …healing is more likely to occur 
through collaborative processes that 
include everyone affected. 
      
66 …it is important for the person who did 
harm to be heard. 
      
67 …it is important for the person harmed 
to be heard. 
      
68 …it is important that the process to 
solve the problem be perceived as fair. 
      
       
 
Demographic Items 
69 District Name: 
       
70 School Name: 
       
71 Job Title: Admin Counselor Teacher Classified 
Staff 
Other 
  
72 Years of Experience 0 - 2 years 3 - 5 years 6 - 10 
years 
11 - 15 
years 
16 - 20 
years 
21 + years 
 
73 Gender Male Female Other 
    
74 
 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
 
 
African-
American/ 
Black 
American-
Indian 
Asian Hispanic/ 
Latino(a) 
Pacific 
Islander 
White/Non-
Hispanic 
Other 
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Data Collection 
Cross-sectional survey data were collected using the Qualtrics platform 
(Creswell, 2014). Data were collected from November to mid-February.  Once 
principals signed on to participate in the study, staff were allowed four weeks to 
take the survey.  The contact person at each site sent out an email with the link 
once per week during this time.  The researcher sent reminder emails weekly to 
the site’s contact person to encourage survey completion.  Data were then 
downloaded from Qualtrics and input into SPSS for screening and analysis.  
 
Data Analysis 
 
Data Screening 
It is crucial engage in data screening to ascertain the quality of data prior 
to engaging in multivariate analysis to be confident in the output and conclusions 
drawn from such analysis.  This process addresses: 1) accuracy, 2) missing 
data, 3) outliers, and 4) assumptions of normality (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013). 
SPSS version 24 was used to analyze the data.  The first purpose for 
screening was to determine accuracy (for example, Likert scores of 7) in an effort 
to ensure valid results before statistical tests were performed.  Not doing so 
could have potentially led to erroneous interpretations and conclusions.  During 
the survey window, 143 participants accessed the original ASC-RJR survey.  Of 
those, 141 people agreed to participate in the survey and completed the survey.  
These data were uploaded into SPSS where the researcher was able to run 
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frequency distributions and descriptive statistics to assist with this process.  In 
addition, the data file was proofread against the original data file downloaded 
from Qualtrics to ensure accuracy (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).  This is 
appropriate with a small data set (Mertler & Vannata, 2013).  Additionally, items 
five, six, seven, and nine were reverse-coded due to negative wording or 
connotations. 
The second purpose of data screening was to address missing data.  
Missing data are a common problem in research that must be addressed 
(Cheema, 2014).  A failure to do so can lead to faulty analysis, findings, and 
conclusions (Jeličić, Phelps, & Learner, 2009).  Missing data can often be 
attributed to item nonresponse, when participants complete a survey but fail to 
give responses for every item (Schlomer et al., 2010).  Item nonresponse can 
arise for a variety of reasons.  For instance, sometimes participants can become 
tired or bored while taking the survey.  They may fail to comprehend an item or 
find an item embarrassing or too personal such as those related to income or 
sexuality (Jeličić, Phelps, & Learner, 2009).  Schlomer et al. (2010) insist that 
research studies include the extent and nature of missing data, along with 
procedures and rationale used to address them.  Here, there were 15 cases of 
total nonresponse where participants failed to respond to any items (Cheema, 
2014).  These cases were deleted.  As a result, the final sample was reduced 
from 141 to 126 cases.  A missing value analysis was then conducted on the 
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non-demographic variables.  Overall, the range of variables with missing values 
was between 10.6% - 22%.   
According to Mertler and Vannatta (2013), “the amount of missing data is 
less crucial than the pattern of missing data” (p. 27).  As such, Little’s Missing 
Completely at Random (MCAR) test was used to determine the pattern of 
missing data.  The analyses revealed that missing data were missing completely 
at random (p = .335; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).  In order to preserve valuable 
data from those cases with missing data due to item nonresponse, Maximum 
Likelihood Expectation Maximization (MLEM) was used to estimate missing data 
for the non-demographic variables, items 14 - 68 in the original ASC-RJR survey.  
There were no missing data for the first 13 items.  Due to the small sample size, 
it was important to preserve as many cases as possible for further analysis, even 
though the risk of measurement error increases when such imputation is done 
(Cheema, 2014). 
The third purpose of data screening was to deal with potential outliers that 
can distort and skew results.  Descriptive statistics were employed to ensure that 
responses to items were within the possible range values for both demographic 
and non-demographic items.  For example, all non-demographic responses were 
checked to ensure they were within one through six, in alignment with the 
survey’s Likert Scale.  Non-demographic items were also checked to ensure 
case values corresponded with the coded values for each category (Mertler & 
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Vannatta, 2013).  The analysis did not reveal any data outside of the allowable 
ranges.   
Lastly, the fourth purpose for data screening was to determine whether 
parametric assumptions were met.  Violations of these assumptions can lead to 
biased results.  Normality can be determined through the use of both statistical 
and graphical methods (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).  The central theorem limit 
supports the assumption of normal distribution in larger sample sizes, a 
foundational component on many statistical analyses (Field, 2013; Mellinger & 
Hanson, 2017).  Here, histograms, box plots, and QQ plots were reviewed 
initially as a graphical check of the assumptions.  Afterward, statistical methods 
were used to obtain skewness and kurtosis values. Variables can be affected by 
one or both (Kline, 2009).  Skewness is a measure that determines the extent to 
which distribution of values deviate from the mean, which has a value of zero 
(George & Mallery, 2016).  A skewness value between ± 1 “is considered 
excellent for most psychometric purposes, but a value between ± 2  is in many 
cases also acceptable, depending on your application” (George & Mallery, p. 
115, 2016).  Items that are positively skewed show that most of the scores are 
below the mean, while negatively skewed items demonstrate that most of the 
scores are above the mean (Kline, 2009).   
Further, positive kurtosis shows a leptokurtic distribution with responses 
narrowly dispersed around the mean resulting in a higher peak.  Negative 
kurtosis, on the other hand, demonstrates a platykurtic distribution where 
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responses to items are more widely dispersed from the mean resulting in more 
variance and a flatter shape than normal (George & Mallery, 2016).  As with 
skewness, previously mentioned guidelines indicate that a value between ± 1 is 
considered excellent, while a value between ± 2 can be deemed acceptable, 
depending on your application (George & Mallery, 2016).   
Table 6 below shows complete skew and kurtosis values for the original 
ASC-RJR Survey. Here, there were 37 total items that had either a skew or 
kurtosis value outside of the ± 1 range.  Nineteen items had skew values outside 
of the ± 1 range but within the ± 2 range, which would make the items 
acceptable. However, four items had skew values outside of the ± 2 range as 
well: students get suspended without good reason (2.31; item 6, reverse-coded), 
important for schools to teach harmers to understand impact of their behavior (-
2.354, item 46), it is important for schools to determine the causes of problem 
behavior (-2.099, item 47) and it is important for schools to teach students 
expected behaviors (-2.763, item 52).  These values seem reasonable, as one 
would hope students are not suspended without good reason.  It also reasonable 
to think school employees should teach students the expected behaviors. 
Further, 36 items had kurtosis values outside of the ± 1 range, though 14 
of those remained within the ± 2 range.  The remaining 22 items had kurtosis 
values outside of the ± 2 range.  Some of the items with the highest kurtosis 
values were students get suspended without good reason (6.893, item 6), 
important for the person who did the harm to understand the impact of their 
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behavior (6.146, item 43), important for schools to teach harmers to understand 
impact of their behavior, (10.108, item 46), it is important for schools to determine 
the causes of problem behavior (8.088, item 47), and it is important for schools to 
teach students expected behaviors (13.117, item 52).  This result seems 
reasonable with respect to the content of the items.  In school settings it makes 
sense that staff would overwhelmingly agree that it is important for schools to 
teach students expected behaviors or that it is important for schools to teach 
harmers to understand impact of their behavior.  Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-
Smirnov tests were also conducted (p ≤ .001) and seem reasonable in light of 
the content.    
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Table 6  
 
Skewness and Kurtosis Values 
 
Item # Item Skewness Kurtosis 
1 The punishment for breaking school rules is the 
same for all students. 
 -1.123 
4 If a student does something wrong, he or she will 
definitely be punished. 
 -1.005 
6 Students get suspended without good reason 
(reverse coded). 
2.31 6.893 
7 Students get suspended for minor things (reverse 
coded). 
1.43 2.119 
10 Most teachers and adults at this school care about 
all students. 
-1.542 4.008 
11 Most teachers and adults at this school want all 
students to do well. 
 1.85 
12 Most teachers and adults at this school listen to what 
students have to say. 
 1.581 
14 Students know who to go to for help if they have 
been treated badly by another student. 
-1.439 3.673 
17 Students are encouraged to report bullying and 
aggression. 
-1.145 2.629 
24 Relationships can be permanently damaged. -1.071 1.307 
28 It is important to determine what the person harmed 
needs. 
-1.357 5.571 
29 It is important to prioritize the needs of the person 
harmed. 
-1.19 4.316 
30 It is important to ensure the person harmed be 
“made whole.” 
 2.523 
31 It is important to determine the needs of the person 
who did the harm. 
 1.113 
32 It is important to respond to the needs of the person 
who did the harm. 
 1.377 
33 It is important to figure out the causes of the 
wrongdoer’s behavior. 
-1.031 2.195 
38 It is important to discipline the person who did harm 
the harm. 
 1.103 
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Table 6  
 
Skewness and Kurtosis Values cont’d 
 
Item # Item Skewness Kurtosis 
39 Important for the person who did the harm to repair the 
damaged relationship. 
 1.148 
41 Important for the person who did the harm to apologize.  1.304 
42 Important for the person who did the harm to “make it 
right.” 
-1.198 2.282 
43 Important for the person who did the harm to 
understand the impact of their behavior. 
-1.734 6.146 
46 Important for schools to teach harmers to understand 
impact of their behavior. 
-2.354 10.108 
47 It is important for schools to determine the causes of 
problem behavior. 
-2.099 8.088 
48 It is important for schools to teach students how to 
resolve conflict.  
-1.132  
49 It is important for schools to punish students who break 
school rules. 
 1.043 
50 It is important for schools to prioritize context over 
consequence. 
 2.222 
51 It is important for schools to engage in practices that 
prevent problem behavior. 
-1.038 1.169 
52 It is important for schools to teach students expected 
behaviors. 
-2.763 13.117 
53 All those involved should be part of the resolution. -1.254 4.135 
55 The person harmed & person who did the harm should 
resolve the issue face-to-face. 
 1.599 
56 The person who did the harm deserves a chance to 
explain their actions. 
-1.453 5.196 
58 Dialogue can be an effective strategy for responding to 
serious behaviors. 
-1.379 3.842 
59 Dialogue can be an effective strategy for preventing 
serious behaviors. 
 1.813 
63 Those who have done harm can benefit from talking 
about their behavior. 
-1.08 2.507 
64 It is important for the person who did harm to hear how 
their actions affected others. 
-1.412 2.26 
65 Healing is more likely to occur through collaborative 
processes  
-1.18 2.496 
66 It is important for the person who did harm to be heard. -1.428 3.988 
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 Data trimming, Winsorizing, and transformation have all been cited as 
options for correcting problematic data (Field, 2013).  Data trimming can result in 
deleting particular responses and even entire cases in some instances.  This can 
be a time consuming and subjective process when used for outliers that result 
from something other than entry errors (Mellinger & Hanson, 2017).  Winsorizing, 
on the other hand, replaces outliers with the next highest value in an attempt to 
normalize the distribution (Field, 2013). Trimming and Winsorizing can both result 
in the loss of important information that might be represented by extreme cases 
(Mellinger & Hanson, 2017).  As a result, neither was used. 
In addition, a review of the frequency statistics showed that the median for 
the variables in question were close to the mean in most cases.  Compared to 
the mean, the median is less susceptible to skewed distributions (Hatcher, 2013; 
Mellinger & Hanson, 2017).  Representing the score in the middle of the 
distribution, it is appropriate to use the median as a measure of central tendency 
when variables on an interval scale show a skewed distribution (Hatcher, 2013).  
After careful review of the problematic variables, it was decided that neither 
method would be used in an effort to retain cases and the data provided by each 
variable.  
While transformations can help reduce the impact of outliers and issues 
regarding normality, they are not universally recommended.  Further, the results 
of transformation can be harder to interpret as the data are then expressed in 
different units (Tabachnick & Fiddell, 2014).  This can be problematic when 
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comparing variables.  Statistical analyses requiring this would mean all variables 
would have to be transformed (Field, 2013).  To test out the method, 
transformation was attempted.  For example, a reflection and logarithm 
transformation on item 52, it is important for schools to teach students expected 
behaviors did little to change the mean and the histogram showed that significant 
skew issues were still present.  Ultimately, it was decided to not move forward 
with transformation. 
 
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability 
Descriptive statistics were used to describe and summarize the data 
collected from the survey.  Such analysis provided important information about 
the sample, responses to items, and reliability of the original ASC-RJR survey. 
Additionally, reliability analysis provided valuable information about the internal 
consistency of the original ASC-RJR survey and the individual subscales. 
 
Correlational Analyses of Subscales 
Correlational analyses provided important information regarding the 
relationships between the items in the survey.  Many of the items within each 
subscale produced statistically significant relationships with moderate to very 
strong relationships.  Correlation matrices for each subscale are provided in 
Chapter 4.   
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Exploratory Factor Analysis 
Because the ASC scales—Disciplinary Structure and Student Support—
have been widely used and tested in the ASC research, the purpose of this 
analysis was to determine if there was an underlying structure for the untested 
RJR subscales which is comprised of items 20 - 68 from the original ASC-RJR 
Survey.  Of the 49 items, eight items were deleted (items 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 
37, 38) after a review of correlation matrices revealed them to have the weakest 
coefficients (below .30), making them candidates for removal (Field, 2013).  As 
such, items with fewer than five correlations greater than .30 were deleted.  To 
note, these items also performed poorly with previous reliability and correlation 
analyses.   
Due to the size of the sample (n = 126), the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were used to ensure the 
appropriateness of exploratory factor analysis.  Factors were then extracted 
using principal axis factoring with an oblique, direct oblimin rotation.  Loadings 
below .30 were suppressed from the output (Field, 2013).  The output revealed a 
10-factor solution which recaptured 64.6% of the variance.  Items were 
considered cross-loaded if they were within .15 of each other.   
In determining the number of factors to retain, criteria were used.  Initially, 
Kaiser’s criterion was used and factors with eigenvalues equal to or greater than 
1.00 were retained (Hatcher, 2013).  Next, a scree test was conducted by 
reviewing the plot of eigenvalues for existing possible factor structures.  Finally, a 
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review of the content in each item was conducted. This led to the retention of a 
five-factor solution.  Interpretation of the factor-solution included reviewing the 
pattern matrix (Hatcher, 2013).  The factors for the revised RJR scales were 
named:  Dialogue-Driven Engagement, Punitiveness, Responsiveness to Needs, 
Caring Community, School Obligations, and Make It Right.  Reliability coefficients 
for the new subscales ranged from .79 - .91. 
 
Correlational Analyses of Variables 
 Composites were created for Disciplinary Structure, Student Support and 
the Restorative Justice Readiness.  A correlational analysis of the study variables 
was then conducted producing statistically significant relationships between 
Restorative Justice Readiness and Disciplinary Structure and Student Support.   
 
Multiple Regression 
Finally, multiple regression was employed to predict potential relationships 
amongst variables (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013).  A standard multiple regression 
analysis was performed between the dependent variable, Restorative Justice 
Readiness and the independent variables, Disciplinary Structure (M = 28.67, SD 
= 4.00), and Student Support (M = 44.10, SD = 5.43).  The first predictor variable, 
Disciplinary Structure, was a composite variable created from items one through 
nine in the revised ASC-RJR survey.  The second predictor variable, Student 
Support, was also a composite variable created from items 10 – 19.  The 
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dependent variable, Restorative Justice Readiness, was created from the 
remaining 33 items of the survey.  The enter method allowed for all predictor 
variables to be entered simultaneously and is preferred to the stepwise method 
(Field, 2013).  When attempting multiple regression, it is important to check for 
multicollinearity.  A review of the output showed there were no cause for concern 
as Tolerance = .986 and VIF = 1.015 which are acceptable as tolerance should 
be greater than .1 while VIF should be less than 10 (Mertler & Vannata, 2013). 
 
Validity and Trustworthiness  
 
Kohl et al. (2013) asserted that creating a new scale could be beneficial to 
those with novel topics, especially if existing scales do not cover all the variables, 
as was the case here with Restorative Justice Readiness.  New instruments, or 
items, however, have to undergo reliability and validity measures.  To that end, 
significant efforts were made to ensure the original ASC-RJR Survey met the 
standard requirements of good surveys.  First, the survey was designed after the 
author became familiar with the literature and the constructs.  Second, survey 
items were kept as short as possible to make it easier to read and to prevent the 
survey from being too long.  In fact, the majority of participants completed the 
survey in less than 20 minutes.  Third, double-barreled items were avoided.  
Fourth, similar questions were placed close together in the instrument.  Finally, 
demographic questions were strategically placed at the end, leaving the most 
important items to be answered first (Krathwohl, 2009).  As mentioned 
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previously, 19 of the ASC-RJR items were taken from the teacher/staff version of 
the Authoritative School Climate Survey (ASCS; Cornell, 2017).  Those items 
had a Cronbach’s alpha range of .65 - .91.   
 
Role of the Researcher 
As the researcher, I want to be up front about my background and any 
potential bias.  I am a Black woman and have been in education for 15 years.  I have 
worked as a teacher, instructional coach, vice principal, and consultant.  Currently, I 
am employed as a county level manager in the Prevention and Intervention Services 
Department.  I work with schools and districts to implement school-wide positive 
behavioral interventions and supports (SW-PBIS; see Sugai & Horner, 2002).  I also 
facilitate training for RJ practices and suicide intervention.  By choice, I have served 
almost my entire career in urban, high-poverty schools and districts serving minority-
majority populations.   
As a teacher, there were times when I had to discipline students.  As a vice 
principal, I had to make decisions about students often referred to me from classroom 
teachers for problems that occurred in the classroom setting.  Sometimes I had to 
suspend students or begin the process for expulsion.  In all of those times, I cannot 
recall a time when zero-tolerance policies seemed to be the best choice.  I have 
always looked for humane, instructive ways to teach students the behaviors I wanted 
them to exhibit or that would help them succeed in school and life.  Further, I have 
always seen conflict resolution as an important skill for students to learn.  I even 
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studied alternative dispute resolution while obtaining my law degree, because I felt 
there were better options than courts to address legal issues as well.  It was not until 
years later I read about and became interested in the implementation of RJ in the 
school setting.  Even on a small scale, I was able to see the potential impact RJ 
offered for changing student behavior and school environments.  I continued to learn 
more and began incorporating what I learned in my work with students.   
I also attended a four-day training facilitated by the International Institute of 
Restorative Practice (IIRP) to learn more about the implementation of RJ and am 
licensed through them to provide RJ training.  To date, I have utilized RJ practices at 
the school level and through professional development experiences I facilitate 
through my current role.  I also train others to implement RJ.  I believe the principles 
and practices of RJ provide school communities with tools that can be used to foster 
more positive, caring relationships, while simultaneously creating environments that 
nurture a sense of belonging and connectedness amongst those who walk its halls.  
Despite my beliefs and background, however, my goal is to remove myself from the 
study and be as objective as possible in conducting this research. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
 
Again, the purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between 
Authoritative School Climate, as measured by disciplinary structure and student 
support, and the construct restorative justice readiness.  A secondary purpose of 
the study was to develop a reliable instrument that could be used to measure 
Authoritative School Climate and Restorative Justice Readiness.   
The hypotheses this study sought to investigate were as follows: 
1. The items in the Disciplinary Structure subscale are correlated. 
2. The items in the Student Support subscale are correlated. 
3. The items in the original Harm subscale are correlated. 
4. The items in the original Needs subscale are correlated. 
5. The items in the original Obligations subscale are correlated. 
6. The items in the original Engagement subscale are correlated. 
7. There is an underlying factor structure for the Restorative Justice 
Readiness construct in the ASC-RJR instrument. 
8. Disciplinary Structure, Student Support, and Restorative Justice 
Readiness are correlated. 
9. Disciplinary Structure and Student Support are predictors of 
Restorative Justice Readiness. 
The results will be presented in seven sections.  The first section provides 
descriptive statistics for participants.  The second section provides descriptive  
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statistics for the schools and districts that participated in the study, providing 
important information about the sample. The third section presents descriptive 
statistics for the items in each subscale of the original ASC-RJR survey.  The 
fourth section provides the subscale reliability data. The fifth section presents 
correlational analyses for each subscale of the original ASC-RJR survey.  The 
sixth section focuses on the exploratory factor analysis and describes the 
resulting factor solution for the RJR subscales.  The seventh section details the 
multiple regression analysis.  Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary of 
the results.  
 
Participant Demographic Data 
 
According to Table 7, the vast majority of survey respondents were 
teachers (n = 76, 69.1%).  In addition, 10 participants reported being an 
administrator (n = 10), while 11 indicated they served as school counselors.  
Lastly, classified staff and those who checked the designation of “other” account 
for another 11.9% (n = 6.4% and n = 5.5% respectively) of the sample.  
Participants were also asked to indicate how many years of experience 
they had.  Thirty-two participants, representing 29.3% of the sample, responded 
that they had been in the field for 10 years or less.  The majority reported having 
been in education for more than 10 years.  For example, 29 participants 
represented the largest experience category of 11-15 years (26.6%).  Twenty-
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three participants had 16-20 years of experience (21.1%) and 25 participants had 
21 years or more on the job (22.9%).   
Of the participants in the study that responded to the demographic items, 
males represented 43.6% of the sample (n = 48), while females represented the 
majority at 54.5% (n = 60) of the sample.  Two participants identified with the 
“other” designation (n = 1.8%).   
As for race, the largest subgroup of participants identified as White/Non-
Hispanic (n = 55, 50.5%).  They were followed by those who identified as 
Hispanic/Latino (n = 24, 22%), other (n = 12, 11%) and African-American/Black 
respondents (n = 11, 10.1%), respectively.  The subgroups with the smallest 
representation were Pacific Islander (n = 3, 2.8%), Asian (n = 3, 2.8%) and 
American Indian (n = 1, 0.9%).  Table 7 below displays the participant 
demographic data. 
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Table 7  
Participant Demographics 
Job Title n % Valid 
Administrator 10 9.1 
Teacher 76 69.1 
Counselor 11 10 
Classified Staff 7 6.4 
Other 6 5.5 
Total 110  
   
Years’ Experience   
1-3 years 10 9.2 
4-6 years 8 7.3 
7-10 years 14 12.8 
11-15 years 29 26.6 
16-20 years 23 21.1 
21 + years 25 22.9 
Total 109  
   
Gender   
Male 48 43.6 
Female 60 54.5 
Other 2 1.8 
Total  110  
   
Race/Ethnicity   
African-American/Black 11 10.1 
   American-Indian 1 0.9 
Asian 3 2.8 
Hispanic/Latino 24 22 
Pacific Islander 3 2.8 
White/Non-Hispanic 55 50.5 
Other 12 11 
   
Total 109   
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School Demographic Data 
Participants hailed from 12 high schools across six districts in the Inland 
Valley of San Bernardino county.  Pseudonyms were used in place of actual 
school and district names to protect anonymity.  Additional demographic data 
were obtained from resources accessed through the California Department of 
Education website namely the Ed-Data pages and the California School 
Dashboard.  These data were culled from the 2016-2017 school year and 
represent the most recent data available.   
Figure 3 displays data for district participation in the study.  District 1, 
District 2, and District 3 all agreed to allow their school sites to participate in the 
study and thus made up the majority of the sample (n = 36, 32.7%; n = 34, 
30.9%; and n = 33, 30 % respectively).  The remaining districts did not agree to 
let their school sites participate in the study, resulting in lower rates of 
participation.  The participation rates for these districts was as follows:  District 4 
at 3.6% (n = 4), District 5 at 1.8% (n = 2) and District 6 at .9% (n = 1).  The 
participants from the latter districts were recruited in person during trainings 
offered through San Bernardino County Superintendent’s Office to complete the 
survey.    
 
  
 105 
 
Figure 3.  District Participation 
 
Finally, Table 8 below provides demographic data for the participating 
schools in each district. 
District 1 
 
All four of District 1’s comprehensive high schools participated in the 
study.  HS 4 had the highest rate of participation by far at 19.3%.  Participation 
for the other three high schools was much less with rates between 2.8 – 5.5%.  
The schools in this district had the lowest percentages of students receiving free 
or reduced-price lunch (F/RP) a marker often used to determine the socio-
economic level of students (23.6% - 67.4%).  On another note, the size of the 
District 1
33%
District 4
3%
District 5
2%
District 6
1%
District 2
31%
District 3
30%
District 1 District 4 District 5 District 6 District 2 District 3
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Table 8 
 
Demographics of Participating Schools 
 
School District n 
% 
Valid 
Total # 
of 
students 
% 
Black 
% 
Latino 
% 
White 
% 
Asian 
% 
Pacific 
Islander 
% 
Am.  
Indian 
HS 1 1 6 5.5 2656 4.4 38.1 22.3 23.7 0.2 3.7 
HS 2 1 4 3.7 2071 2.3 81.1 11.7 2.8 0.1 0.1 
HS 3 1 3 2.8 2886 4.9 41.2 27.4 15.4 0.3 0 
HS 4 1 21 19.3 1619 2.4 79.3 13.8 1.9 0 0.4 
           
HS 5 4 4 3.7 3268 2.1 89.1 5.1 1.6 0.2 0.5 
           
HS 6 5 2 1.8 2053 4.8 86.5 4 1.5 0.4 0.2 
           
HS 7 6 1 0.9 2152 7.4 50.7 27.3 7.3 0.2 0.6 
           
HS 8 2 12 11 2434 16.8 72.4 6.6 1.1 0.6 0.4 
HS 9 2 12 11 2443 9.9 84.9 2.6 0.8 0.7 0.1 
HS 10 2 10 9.2 2739 6.1 88.4 2.3 1.3 0.4 0.1 
           
HS 11 3 13 11.9 1314 15.8 74.7 6.3 0.9 0.5 0.1 
HS 12 3 21 19.3 1572 10.2 81.2 4.1 0.6 0.2 0.3 
           
Total   109         
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Table 8 
 
Demographics of Participating Schools con’t 
 
School District % EL 
% 
F/RP 
Lunch 
Grad 
Rate 
Susp. 
Rate 
All 
Susp. 
Rate 
Black 
Susp. 
Rate 
SWD 
HS 1 1 3.7 23.6 97.5 1.5 3.3 3.6 
HS 2 1 9.1 63.4 94.3 3.5 7.3 8.5 
HS 3 1 2.5 27.9 96.9 3 5.9 9.2 
HS 4 1 5.1 67.4 93.7 8.1 13.3 14.4 
        
HS 5 4 18.8 84.8 87.7 5.2 6.5 10.4 
        
HS 6 5 18.6 79.2 96.8 8.2 15 18.7 
        
HS 7 6 4.6 51 97 3.5 7.2 8.2 
        
HS 8 2 10.9 70.2 93 7.6 11.3 9.9 
HS 9 2 21.5 82.4 89.9 8.3 13.9 11.4 
HS 10 2 18.4 80.5 91.9 7.3 19.2 13.4 
        
HS 11 3 17.1 82.9 87.2 13.1 23.5 17.8 
HS 12 3 19.1 86.6 90.9 6.5 15.5 9.2 
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English Learner (EL) and Black subgroups was smaller for this district than the 
other two districts with larger participation rates. All schools in this district and the 
rest of the sample were majority Latino.   
In addition, the suspension rates for all students in these schools ranged 
from 1.5% to 8.1%.  In all but one of the schools, the suspension rate for Black 
students was higher than their representation in the school’s population, 
signaling disproportionality.  In fact, HS 4’s suspension rate for Black students 
was more than five times their representation of the school population and higher 
than the suspension rate for all at each of the four comprehensive high schools.  
The suspension rates for students with disabilities ranged from 3.6% - 14.4% 
with HS 4 being the highest.   
District 2 
 
All three of District 2’s comprehensive high schools participated in the 
study.  Participation rates amongst the schools were similar (HS 8, 11%, HS 9, 
11%, and HS 10, 9.2%).  The range for students receiving F/RP lunch was 
89.9% – 93%.  Of notable importance, the range of suspension rates for all 
students in the three high schools were between 7.3% - 8.3%.  Interestingly, all 
three of the suspension rates for Black students was higher.   
Both HS 9 and HS 10 disproportionately suspended Black students.  For 
instance, while HS 10 had the lowest overall percentage (7.3 %), its suspension 
rate for Black students (6.1% of the school population) was disproportionately 
high at 19.2%.  This is more than three times the representation of Black 
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students in the school population.  This school also had the highest suspension 
rates for students with disabilities (SWD) at 13.4%.   
Similarly, HS 9’s suspension rate for Black students was 13.9%, while its 
Black population was 9.9%.  Interestingly, while HS 8 had the largest number of 
Black students in the study (16.8%), its suspension rate for the subgroup was not 
demonstrative of disproportionality.  At 11.3% however, the suspension rate for 
Black students was still higher than the suspension rate for all students (7.6%). 
District 3 
 
Only two of the six comprehensive high schools in District 3 participated in 
the study.  HS 11 had the highest participation rate (19.3%) of the two schools.  
HS 11 had the second largest percentage of Black students in the entire sample 
(15.8%) while HS 12 had 10.2%. Black students were suspended at a rate of 
23.5%, the highest in all of the sample, at HS 11.  Interestingly, while both 
schools in District 3 had the fewest number of students, each still had high 
overall suspension rates (13.1% and 6.5%).   
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Descriptive Statistics for Survey Items 
Authoritative School Climate—Disciplinary Structure 
 
Tables 9 - 14 present descriptive statistics including mean, standard 
deviation, percent of the sample that did not provide an answer for the item, the 
percentage of participants that agreed or strongly agreed with each item along 
with the percentage of participants that disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
item.  For the Disciplinary Structure subscale, which attempts to determine the 
degree to which staff feel the school rules are strict and fair, participants strongly 
agreed that students get suspended without good reason (91.3 %; M = 1.71, SD 
= .964; reverse coded), that students get suspended for minor things (88.9%; M 
= 1.74, SD = .869; reverse coded), that when students are accused of doing 
something wrong they get a chance to explain (83.3%, M = 5.06, SD = .719).   
Interestingly, while 65.8% agreed that adults in the school are too strict, 
(M = 2.11, SD = .965; reverse coded) only 57.2% agreed that students know the 
school rules for student conduct (M = 4.50, SD = 1.05) and 42% agreed that 
students only get punished when they deserve it (M = 3.89, SD = 1.41).  Further, 
only 27.7% of participants agreed that the punishment for breaking school rules 
is the same for all students (M = 3.25, SD = 1.54).  The suspension rate data for 
Black and students with disabilities from Table 8 above lend credence to these 
last two findings.   
 
 
  
 
1
1
1
 
    Table 9 
     Disciplinary Structure Descriptive Statistics 
Subscale Variables M SD % 
Missing 
% Valid 
Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 
% Valid 
Disagree 
or 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disciplinary 
Structure 
1.  The punishment for breaking school 
rules is the same for all students. 3.25 1.537 10.6 27.7 37.3 
 
2.  Students at this school only get 
punished when they deserve it. 3.89 1.41 10.6 42 18.2 
 
3.  Students here know the school rules 
for student conduct. 4.5 1.049 10.6 57.2 4.8 
 
4.  If a student does something wrong, 
he or she will definitely be punished. 2.88 1.23 10.6 8.7 38.1 
 
5.  Students can get away with breaking 
the rules at this school pretty easily 
(reverse coded). 
3.55 1.336 10.6 25.3 25.3 
 
6.  Students get suspended without 
good reason (reverse coded). 1.71 0.964 10.6 91.3 3.2 
 
7.  Students get suspended for minor 
things (reverse coded). 1.74 0.869 10.6 88.9 0.8 
 
8.  When students are accused of doing 
something wrong, they get a chance to 
explain. 
5.06 0.719 10.6 83.3 0 
 
9.  The adults at this school are too strict 
(reverse coded).  2.11 0.965 10.6 65.8 0.8 
  Note:  M and SD were calculated before missing values were estimated.  Due to negative wording or interpretations,                        
items 5, 6, 7, and 9 were reverse coded.  
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Authoritative School Climate—Student Support 
Data from Table 10 show that within the Student Support subscale, 
participants largely agreed that most teachers and adults at the school care 
about all students (81%, M = 5, SD = .912) and want students to do well (85.7%, 
M = 5.17, SD = .738).  Interestingly, while Table 9 showed that 83.3% of 
participants agreed that students accused of doing something wrong get a 
chance to explain (M = 5.06, SD = .719), Table 9 suggests that only 46% of staff 
and adults listen to what students have to say (M = 4.35, SD = .958) and only 
57.1% treat students with respect (M = 4.58, SD = .833).   
Further, participants indicated with high agreements that students are 
encouraged to report bullying and aggression (65.9%, M = 4.80, SD = 1.00), 
students know who to go to for help if they have been treated badly by another 
student (55.3%, M = 4.46, SD = .935) and that teachers take action to solve the 
problem when students report bullying (53.6% M = 4.53, SD = .944).  Despite 
this, only 33.4% of the sample agreed that students feel comfortable asking for 
help from teachers if there is a problem with a student (M = 4.11, SD = .870) and 
only 16.4% agreed that students report it when one student hits another (M = 
3.38, SD = 1.14). 
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    Table 10 
    Student Support Descriptive Statistics 
Subscale Variables M SD % 
Missing 
% Valid 
Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 
% Valid 
Disagree 
or 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Student 
Support 
10.  …care about all students. 5 0.912 10.6 81 3.2 
-Respect 11.  …want all students to do well. 5.17 0.738 10.6 85.7 1.6 
 
12.  …listen to what students have to say. 4.35 0.958 10.6 46 4 
 
13.  …treat students with respect. 4.58 0.833 10.6 57.1 7.2 
       
-WTSH 14.  Students know who to go to for help if 
they have been treated badly by another 
student. 
4.46 0.935 12.8 55.3 4 
 
15.  Students feel comfortable asking for 
help from teachers if there is a problem with 
a student. 
4.11 0.87 12.8 33.4 21.2 
 
16.  Students report it when one student hits 
another. 
3.38 1.138 13.5 16.4 22.9 
 
17.  Students are encouraged to report 
bullying and aggression. 
4.8 1 12.8 65.9 3.2 
 
18.  Teachers take action to solve the 
problem when students report bullying. 
4.53 0.944 12.8 53.6 1.6 
 
19.  Teachers know when students are being 
picked on or being bullied. 
3.73 0.878 12.8 13.8 33.4 
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Restorative Justice Readiness—Harm 
  Here, Table 11 demonstrates that participants agreed or strongly agreed 
that when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, relationships can be 
permanently damaged (62%, M = 4.53, SD = 1.13), some are harmed more than 
others (55.4%, M = 4.47, SD = .932), and that people not directly involved can 
experience harm (54.5%, M = 4.43, SD = 1.10).  This in alignment with RJ 
principles in education that place a premium on building, repairing and restoring 
relationships and recognizing that harm can extend to those directly or indirectly 
involved.  On another note, only 35.5% of participants agreed or strongly agreed 
that any harm to relationships can be repaired (M = 4.05, SD = 1.12) and 33.9% 
agreed or disagreed that when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken 
that it is more important to focus on the relationships than broken rules (M = 4.09, 
SD = 1.18). 
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    Table 11 
    Harm Descriptive Statistics 
Subscale Variables M SD % 
Missing 
% Valid 
Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 
% Valid 
Disagree 
or 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Harm 20.  …everyone is harmed equally. 3.02 1.211 14.2 10.8 38 
 
21.  …some are harmed more than others. 4.47 0.932 14.2 55.4 13.2 
 
22.  …harm only occurs to those directly 
involved. 
2.88 1.173 14.2 46.3 1.7 
 
23.  …people not directly involved can 
experience harm 
4.43 1.109 14.2 54.5 7.5 
 
24.  …relationships can be permanently 
damaged. 
4.53 1.133 14.2 62 5.8 
 
25.  …any harm to relationships can be 
repaired.  
4.05 1.124 14.2 35.5 9.9 
 
26.  …it is more important to focus on 
relationships than broken rules. 
4.09 1.176 14.2 33.9 10 
 
27.  …the broken rule is the most important 
thing to consider. 
2.79 0.965 14.2 5.8 38 
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Restorative Justice Readiness—Needs  
RJ principles and values seek to determine and address the needs of the 
person harmed as well as the person who caused the harm.  Table 12 shows 
that a large portion of the participants agreed or strongly agreed with items in this 
subscale.  While items concerning only the needs of the person harmed (items 
28, 29, and 30) were expected to show high levels of agreement (70.6% - 
82.4%), it was interesting to see that those items concerning the needs of the 
person who caused harm (items 31, 32, 33, 35, 36) showed high levels of 
agreement as well (69.7% - 85.7%).  For example, 85.7% agreed or strongly 
agreed that it was important to figure out the cause of the wrongdoer’s behavior 
(M = 5.18, SD = .766).  Moreover, 79.8% agreed or strongly agreed that it was 
important not only to treat the person who did the harm respectfully (M = 5.08, 
SD = .696) and 83.2% believed it was important to provide positive support for 
them as well (M = 4.99, SD = .797).  Much less surprising, 43.7% of the sample 
still thought it important to punish the person who did the harm (M = 4.17, SD = 
1.13) while 76.5% thought it was important to discipline the person who did the 
harm (M = 4.97, SD = .797). 
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     Table 12 
     Needs Descriptive Statistics 
Subscale Variables M SD % 
Missing 
% Valid 
Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 
% Valid 
Disagree 
or 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Needs 28.  …determine what the person harmed 
needs. 
5.08 0.783 15.6 82.4 0.8 
 
29.  …prioritize the needs of the person 
harmed. 
4.88 0.825 15.6 73.1 1.6 
 
30.  ...ensure the person harmed be “made 
whole.” 
4.82 0.873 15.6 70.6 0.8 
 
31.  …determine the needs of the person 
who did the harm. 
4.78 0.958 15.6 69.7 3.4 
 
32.  …respond to the needs of the person 
who did the harm. 
4.78 0.903 15.6 72.2 2.5 
 
33.  …figure out the causes of the 
wrongdoer’s behavior. 
5.18 0.766 15.6 85.7 0.8 
 
34.  …show concern for the person harmed 
and the wrongdoer. 
5.07 0.821 15.6 79.8 0 
 
35.  …treat the person who did the harm 
respectfully. 
5.08 0.696 15.6 83.2 0 
 
36.  ...provide positive support for the person 
who did the harm. 
4.99 0.797 15.6 76.5 0 
 
37.  …punish the person who did the harm. 4.17 1.13 15.6 43.7 10.9 
 
38.  …discipline the person who did harm 
the harm. 
4.97 0.797 15.6 76.5 0.8 
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Restorative Justice Readiness—Obligations 
 This subscale seeks to explore notions of accountability, restoration and 
duties.  Overwhelmingly, Table 13 shows that participants agreed or strongly 
agreed that when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, it is 
important for the person who caused the harm to take responsibility for their 
actions (93.8%, M = 5.46, SD = .613) and to understand the impact of their 
behavior (94.7%, M = 5.48, SD = .669).  More participants thought it was 
important for students to apologize (73.5%, M = 4.95, SD = .962) or “make it 
right” (71.7%, M = 4.88, SD = 1.02) than to make an example of students (9.8%, 
M = 2.89, SD = 1.20) or to be punished severely (8.9%, M = 2.82, SD = 1.23). 
Furthermore, 92.1% of the sample agreed or strongly agreed that it was 
important for schools to teach those who harm to understand the impact of their 
behavior (M = 5.48, SD = .669), to teach expected behaviors (92.9%, M = 5.55, 
SD = .744), to teach students how to resolve conflict, (92.9%, M = 5.55, SD = 
.627) and to engage in practices that prevent problem behavior (92.9%, M = 
5.45, SD = .655).   
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    Table 13 
    Obligations Descriptive Statistics 
Subscale Variables M SD % 
Missing 
% Valid 
Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 
% Valid 
Disagree 
or 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Obligations 39.  …to repair the damaged relationship. 4.75 0.987 19.9 62 4.4 
 
40.  …to take responsibility for their actions. 5.46 0.613 19.9 93.8 0 
 
41.  …to apologize. 4.95 0.962 19.9 73.5 2.7 
 
42.  …to “make it right.” 4.88 1.024 19.9 71.7 3.6 
 
43.  …to understand the impact of their 
behavior. 
5.48 0.669 19.9 94.7 0.9 
 
44.  …to be made an example of. 2.89 1.198 19.9 9.8 44.2 
 
45.  …to be punished severely. 2.82 1.234 19.9 8.9 43.4 
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Table 13 
 
     
Obligations Descriptive Statistics, cont’d 
 
     
Subscale Variables M SD % 
Missing 
% Valid 
Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 
% Valid 
Disagree 
or 
Strongly 
Disagree  
46.  …teach those who harm to understand 
the impact of their behavior. 
5.44 0.778 19.9 92.1 0.9 
 
47.  …determine the causes of problem 
behavior. 
5.40 0.808 19.9 89.4 0.9 
 
48.  …teach students how to resolve conflict.  5.55 0.627 19.9 92.9 0 
 
49.  …punish students who break school 
rules. 
4.27 1.232 19.9 45.2 9.7 
 
50.  …prioritize context over consequence. 4.59 1.023 19.9 58.4 3.6 
 
51.  …engage in practices that prevent 
problem behavior. 
5.45 0.655 19.9 92.9 0 
 
52.  …teach students expected behaviors. 5.55 0.744 19.9 92.9 0.9 
  
121  
Restorative Justice Readiness—Engagement 
 Finally, the Engagement subscale focuses on the ways in which those 
involved are able to engage in the process of resolution and restoration.  Table 
14 shows that participants agree or strongly agree that when a conflict occurs or 
when school rules are broken, it is important all those involved are part of the 
resolution (77.3%, M = 4.97, SD = .862).  Further, 75.5% - 86.3% of participants 
agreed that dialogue can be an effective strategy for responding to and 
preventing minor and serious behaviors.  In addition, 94.6 % agreed it was 
important for the person harmed to be heard (M = 5.03, SD = .923) and 96.4% 
agreed it was important that the problem-solving process be perceived as fair   
(M = 5.52, SD = .570).  The results are promising in that participant responses 
indicate that people see dialogue, a key component of RJ practices, as a means 
of preventing and responding to problematic behavior.  
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     Table 14 
     Engagement Descriptive Statistics 
Subscale Variables M SD % 
Missing 
% Valid 
Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 
% Valid 
Disagree 
or 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Engagement 53.  …all those involved should be part of 
the resolution. 
4.97 0.862 22 77.3 0.9 
 
54.  …the person harmed and the person 
who did the harm should be dealt with 
separately. 
3.96 1.091 22 30 9.1 
 
55.  …the person harmed and the person 
who did the harm should resolve the issue 
face-to-face. 
4.09 0.904 22 27.3 3.6 
 
56.  …the person who did the harm 
deserves a chance to explain their actions. 
4.96 0.856 22 78.1 1.8 
 
57.  …the person harmed should not be 
allowed to interact with the person who did 
the harm. 
2.94 1.078 22 8.2 34.6 
 
58.  …dialogue can be an effective strategy 
for responding to serious behaviors. 
4.93 0.936 22 75.5 2.7 
 
59.  …dialogue can be an effective strategy 
for preventing serious behaviors. 
5.05 0.806 22 80 0.9 
 
60.  … dialogue can be an effective 
strategy for responding to minor behaviors. 
5.25 0.732 22 84.5 0 
 
61.  … dialogue can be an effective 
strategy for preventing minor behaviors.  
5.29 0.695 22 86.3 0 
 
62.  …those who have been harmed can 
benefit from talking about the problem. 
5.28 0.651 22 89.1 0 
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Table 14 
 
      
Engagement Descriptive Statistics, cont’d 
 
     
Subscale Variables M SD % 
Missing 
% Valid 
Agree or 
Strongly 
Agree 
% Valid 
Disagree 
or 
Strongly 
Disagree 
 63.  …those who have done harm can 
benefit from talking about their behavior. 
5.22 0.771 22 85.5 0.9 
 
64.  …it is important for the person who did 
harm to hear how their actions affected 
others. 
5.48 0.7 22 91.8 0 
 
65.  …healing is more likely to occur 
through collaborative processes that 
include everyone affected. 
5.04 0.867 22 80.9 1.8 
 
66.  …it is important for the person who did 
harm to be heard. 
5.03 0.923 22 79.1 1.8 
 
67.  …it is important for the person harmed 
to be heard. 
5.44 0.599 22 94.6 0 
  68.  …it is important that the problem-
solving process be perceived as fair. 
5.52 0.57 22 96.4 0 
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Reliability Analysis 
 
Reliability tests were run on the data set.  The overall alpha reliability 
coefficient for the 68 non-demographic items in the original ASC-RJR survey was 
.85.  All but two subscales had alpha reliability coefficients greater than .70.  
These data are presented in Table 15.   
 
 
Table 15 
   
Reliability –– Original Survey  
  
Domain Cronbach's Alpha No. of items 
Disciplinary Structure .29 9 
   Fairness (1 - 5) .48 5 
   Justness (6 - 9) .19 4 
Student Support .79 10 
   Respect .85 4 
   Willingness to Seek Help .70 6 
Harm .02 8 
Needs .82 11 
Obligations .75 14 
   Student (39 - 45) .69 7 
   School (46 - 52) .65 7 
Engagement .84 16 
   
n = 126     
 
 
The subscale Harm had the lowest alpha reliability coefficient at .05, 
demonstrating a lack of internal consistency amongst these items.  Low alpha 
reliability coefficients can also be a sign that scale lacks unidimensionality, or that 
the items may be measuring more than one construct (DeVellis, 2016).  Many 
  
 125 
 
researchers consider .70 to be the minimum value accepted for this measure of 
reliability (Mellinger & Hanson, 2017).  As a result, the researcher conducted 
further analyses attempting to check reliability coefficients after removing 
combinations of problematic items (21, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27).  None of the 
combinations resulted in a higher alpha reliability coefficient.   
Surprisingly, the Disciplinary Structure subscale had an alpha reliability 
coefficient of .29.  Cornell (2017) noted higher values ranging .61 – .88 (n = 
12,808) for this subscale at the high school level. The smallish sample (n = 126) 
in this study may factor in to the low reliability score.  Also important to note, 
when the Disciplinary Structure subscale is broken down further, reliability is 
impacted.  For instance, Fairness (items 1-5) produced an alpha of .48 and 
Justness (items 6-9) produced an alpha of .19.  Three of the four items are 
negatively worded and were reverse-scored as a result.  It is likely that items 6-9 
are negatively impacting the overall reliability of the Disciplinary Structure 
subscale.  While deleting items can be a way to improve alpha, that researcher 
made the decision to keep this scale intact, as it has performed well in other 
contexts with larger sample sizes (DeVellis, 2016). 
 
Correlational Analyses—Original Authoritative School                       
Climate-Restorative Justice Readiness Scales 
 
Correlations show the relationship between variables.  Salkind (2014) 
presents the following as guidelines for determining the strength of coefficients: 
.80 – 1.00 (very strong relationship; .60 – .80 (strong relationship); .40 – .60 
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(moderate relationship); .20 – .40 (weak relationship); .00 – .20 (weak or no 
relationship).  Here, I will only highlight those pairings that are statistically 
significant at the p < .01 level with coefficients r > .400.  Finally, the correlations 
discussed in this section were derived from participant scores for the original 
scales in the ASC-RJR survey for this section.  All correlations are significant  
at the 0.01 level (2-tailed**) or at the 0.05 level (2-tailed*).  A later section will explore 
 
explore correlations of the final, revised ASC and RJR subscales. 
Disciplinary Structure Subscale 
 
The correlation matrix in Table 16 shows 17 statistically significant 
correlations from this subscale.  These items explore the perception of fairness 
and justness when it comes to the enforcement of school rules.  For example, the 
item 1, the punishment for breaking school rules is the same for all students had 
a moderate, positive relationship with item 2, students at this school only get 
punished when they deserve it (r = .555, p < .01) and item 4, if a student does 
something wrong, he or she will definitely be punished (r = .430, p < .01).  These 
pairings suggest that students who break the rules may be dealt with differently 
and that punishment is meted out based on the severity of the behavior.  
However, this is just speculation, any interpretation beyond this is dangerous 
without more information.   
In the same vein, item 7, students get suspended for minor things had a 
moderate, positive relationships with item 6, students get suspended without 
good reason (r = .567, p < .01) and a moderate, negative relationship with item 8, 
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when students are accused of doing something wrong, they get a chance to 
explain (r = -.412, p < .01).  Both of the items dealing with suspension were 
reverse-coded meaning higher scores signaled agreement, not disagreement 
with the item, according to the Likert scale.  Though not evidence of causation, 
this negative correlation suggests that there may be a relationship between 
students not getting suspended for minor behaviors and having a chance to 
explain their actions.  The use of alternative means to suspension are in 
alignment with school discipline reform efforts.  Ultimately, one would hope for 
stronger correlations with these items as they go to perceptions of fairness and 
justness in the enforcement of school rules. This is especially important when we 
think of the disproportionate impact of suspensions on students of color in 
schools.  The lack of stronger correlations suggests there is still work to do in this 
regard. 
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     Table 16  
 
     Disciplinary Structure Correlations Matrix 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              
     Note:  correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)** and at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)* 
 
 
Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
1.  The punishment for breaking 
school rules is the same for all 
students. 
 
1 
        
2.  Students at this school only 
get punished when they deserve 
it. 
.555** 1 
       
3.  Students here know the 
school rules for student conduct. 
.231** .303** 1 
      
4.  If a student does something 
wrong, he or she will definitely be 
punished. 
.430** .306** .177* 1 
     
5.  Students can get away with 
breaking the rules at this school 
pretty easily (reverse coded). 
-0.02 -.222* -.100 -.160 1 
    
6.  Students get suspended 
without good reason (reverse 
coded). 
-.232** -.148 -.194* -.084 .082 1 
   
7.  Students get suspended for 
minor things (reverse coded). 
-0.14 -.207* -.092 -.007 .007 .567** 1 
  
8.  When students are accused 
of doing something wrong, they 
get a chance to explain. 
.096 .251** .122 -.074 -.232** -.323** -.412** 1 
 
9.  The adults at this school are  
too strict (reverse coded).  
.025 -.056 -.126 .193* .076 .276** .245** -.274** 1 
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Student Support Scale 
 
 The correlation matrix in Table 17 displays 34 statistically significant 
correlations from this subscale.  These items explore the perception that students 
are treated with respect along with the degree to which students are willing to 
seek help from the adults at the school.  Here, all four of the items pertaining to 
respect for students were correlated. For instance, item 10, most teachers and 
adults at this school care about all students had positive correlations with item 
11, most teachers and adults at this school want all students to do well (r = .772, 
p < .01), item 12, most teachers and adults at this school listen to what students 
have to say (r = .467, p < .01), and item 13, most teachers and adults at this 
school treat students with respect (r = .474, p < .01).  These pairings represent 
some of the strongest relationships for the entire scale.  This is important as 
researchers have consistently touted the importance of a caring environment for 
students.  However, it is worth noting that these items are based on adults’ 
perceptions of how students view staff, not how students actually feel. 
 The items for willingness to seek help, had fewer pairings.  The strongest 
pairing, item 17, students are encouraged to report bullying and aggression and 
item 18, teachers take action to solve the problem when students report bullying 
had a moderate relationship (r = .584, p < .01).  When thinking of school safety, it 
is important for students to believe that staff will take action when they report 
bullying or physical aggression.
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        Table 17  
        Student Support Correlations Matrix 
Items 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
10.  …care about all students. 1          
11.  …want all students to do well. .772** 1         
12.  …listen to what students have to 
say. 
.467** .569** 1        
13.  …treat students with respect. .474** .537** .747** 1       
14.  Students know who to go to for help 
if they have been treated badly by 
another student. 
.213* .214* .109 .183* 1      
15.  Students feel comfortable asking for 
help from teachers if there is a problem 
with a student. 
.185* .234** .156 .098 .499** 1     
16.  Students report it when one student 
hits another. 
.196* .299** .171 .200** .168 .438** 1    
17.  Students are encouraged to report 
bullying and aggression. 
.371** .420** .218* .317** .268** .215* .263** 1   
18.  Teachers take action to solve the 
problem when students report bullying. 
.287** .371** .271** .350** .324** .325** .273** .584** 1  
19.  Teachers know when students are 
being picked on or being bullied. 
.038 .083 -0.03 .059 .123 .212* .225* .077 .261** 1 
           
          Note: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)** and at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)* 
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Harm Subscale 
 
The correlation matrix in Table 18 displays 11 statistically significant 
correlations from this subscale.  These items were intended to explore how 
participants view the relationship between harm and relationships.  Here, item 
21, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken some are harmed 
more than others had a moderate relationship with item 22, when a conflict 
occurs or when school rules are broken harm only occurs to those directly 
involved (r = -.465, p < .01) and with item 23, when a conflict occurs or when 
school rules are broken people not directly involved can experience harm (r = 
.504, p < .01).  These pairings suggest some understanding of the relationship 
between conflict and harm beyond those that might be directly involved, a key 
principle of RJ. 
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         Table 18 
         Harm Correlations Matrix 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          Note: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)** and at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)* 
 
 
Items 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 
20.  …everyone is 
harmed equally. 
1        
21.  …some are harmed 
more than others. 
-.339** 1       
22.  …harm only occurs 
to those directly involved. 
.242** -.465** 1      
23.  …people not directly 
involved can experience 
harm 
-.148 .504** -.509** 1     
24.  …relationships can 
be permanently 
damaged. 
.097 .259** -.132 .308** 1    
25.  …any harm to 
relationships can be 
repaired.  
.122 .025 .043 .103 -.197* 1   
26.  …it is more important 
to focus on relationships 
than broken rules. 
-.019 .174 -209* .244** .082 0.141 1  
27.  …the broken rule is 
the most important thing 
to consider. 
.124 -0.13 .330** 0.15 .063 -.044 -.359** 1 
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Needs Subscale 
 
The correlation matrix in Table 19 displays 40 statistically significant 
correlations from this subscale.  These items were intended to explore 
participants’ thoughts about how to respond to the needs of those involved after 
a conflict has occurred or when school rules have been broken.  In this instance, 
item 28, it is important to determine what the person harmed needs correlated 
with seven other items, as did item 36, it is important to provide positive support 
for the person who did the harm, the most pairings of all the other items.  Not 
surprisingly, item 28 it is important to determine what the person harmed needs 
had a strong correlation with item 29, it is important to prioritize the needs of the 
person harmed (r = .644, p < .01). Though this makes sense intuitively when we 
think of the person who has experienced harm, school discipline policies and 
practices often leave them out and instead focus on punishing the person who 
caused harm.   
Alternatively, it is not common in discipline policies and practices to 
ensure that the needs of the person who caused harm are addressed.  Several 
pairings showed strong relationships amongst variables dealing with how the 
person who caused harm is treated.  For instance, item 31, it is important to 
determine the needs of the person who did the harm and item 32, it is important 
to respond to the needs of the person who did the harm (r = .708, p < .01) along  
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with item 33, it is important to figure out the causes of the wrongdoer’s behavior 
and item 36, it is important to provide positive support for the person who did the 
harm (r = .674, p < .01). 
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   Table 19 
 
   Needs Correlations Matrix 
 
Items 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 
28.  …determine what the 
person harmed needs. 
1 
          
29.  …prioritize the needs of 
the person harmed. 
.644* 1 
         
30.  ...ensure the person 
harmed be “made whole.” 
.541** .593** 1 
        
31.  …determine the needs 
of the person who did the 
harm. 
.644* .450** .519** 1 
       
32.  …respond to the needs 
of the person who did the 
harm. 
.407** .158 .260** 708** 1 
      
33.  …figure out the causes 
of the wrongdoer’s behavior. 
.585** .368** .455** .630** .656** 1 
     
34.  …show concern for the 
person harmed and the 
wrongdoer. 
.322** .225** .195* .569** .672** .574* 1 
    
35.  …treat the person who 
did the harm respectfully. 
.237** .121 .277** .460** .622** .528** .584* 1 
   
36.  ...provide positive 
support for the person who 
did the harm. 
.341** .127 .339** .508** .645* .627* .674* .704** 1 
  
37.  …punish the person 
who did the harm. 
.043 .067 .058 -.177* -.213* -.142 -.204* -.255** -.140 1 
 
38.  …discipline the person 
who did harm the harm. 
.220* .137 .213* 0.07 .086 .188* 0.158 0.08 .186* .155 1 
   
   Note: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)** and at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)* 
  
 136 
 
Obligations Subscale 
 
The correlation matrix in Table 20 displays 56 statistically significant 
correlations from this subscale.  These items were intended to explore the 
obligations of schools and those who cause harm once a conflict occurs or when 
school rules are broken.  RJ principles and practices are founded upon ideas that 
those who cause harm are obligated to make it right.  The following pairings in 
this scale align with this idea:  item 39, when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken, it is important for the person who did the harm to repair the 
damaged relationship and item 42, when a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken, it is important for the person who did the harm to make it right (r = 
.634, p < .01) and item 40, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken, it is important for the person who did the harm to take responsibility for 
their actions and item 46, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken, it is important for the person who did the harm to understand the impact 
of their behavior (r = .656, p < .01).  All of these had strong relationships and 
underscore the importance of the need to go beyond merely meting out punitive 
consequences.  Students who cause harm need help too.   
On the other hand, as institutions responsible for the well-being and 
success of students, schools have obligations as well when conflicts occur or 
when school rules are broken.  As such, there was a strong relationship between 
item 46, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, it is important 
for schools to teach those who harm to understand the impact of their behavior 
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and item 47, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, it is 
important for schools to determine the causes of problem behavior (r = .768, p < 
.01).  In addition, there seems to be support for schools to engage in the work of 
prevention.  Item 51, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, it is 
important for schools to engage in practices that prevent problem behavior had 
strong relationship with item 48,  when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken it is important for schools to teach students to resolve conflict (r = .610, p 
< .01) and with when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, it is 
important for schools to teach students expected behaviors (r = .715, p < .01). 
Finally, there was a strong relationship amongst the items that dealt with 
punitiveness.  For example, item 45, when a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken, it is important for the person who did the harm to be punished 
severely correlated strongly with item 44, when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken, it is important for the person who did the harm to be made an 
example of (r = .640, p < .01) and also with item 49, when a conflict occurs or 
when school rules are broken, it is important for schools to punish students who 
break the rules (r = .624, p < .01).  This supports the idea that participants largely 
agree that punitive responses are needed when dealing with students who 
exhibit problem behavior.  
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Table 20 
 
Obligations Correlations Matrix 
 
Note: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)** and at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)* 
 
Items 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 
39.  …to repair the damaged 
relationship. 
1              
40.  …to take responsibility for 
their actions. 
.323** 1             
41.  …to apologize. 
.419** .420** 1            
42.  …to “make it right.” 
.634** .313** .546** 1           
43.  …to understand the impact 
of their behavior. 
.357** .656** .289** .472** 1          
44.  …to be made an example of. 
.000 -.079 .212* .266** .030 1         
45.  …to be punished severely. 
-.161 .002 .218* .069 -.026 .640** 1        
46.  …teach those who harm to 
understand the impact of their 
behavior. 
.307** .374** .163 .132 .396** -.189* -.169 1       
47.  …determine the causes of 
problem behavior. 
.338** .330** .154 .142 .338** -.122 -.171 .768** 1      
48.  …teach students how to 
resolve conflict.  
.438** .360** .256** .266** .370** -.041 -.070 .559** .570** 1     
49.  …punish students who break 
school rules. 
-.114 .014 .291** .060 .029 .425** .624** -.086 -.125 -.086 1    
50.  …prioritize context over 
consequence. 
.226* .116 .087 .287** .182* -.043 -.036 .239** .306** .337** -.119 1   
51.  …engage in practices that 
prevent problem behavior. 
.410** .346** .166 .278** .380** -.155 -.188* .481** .468** .610** -.172 .437** 1  
52.  …teach students expected 
behaviors. 
.236** .185* .029 .166 .347** -.174 -.234** .379** .361** .383** -.131 .331** .715** 1 
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Engagement Subscale 
 
The correlation matrix in Table 21 displays 110 statistically significant 
correlations from this subscale.  These items were intended to investigate ideas 
pertaining to how people are engaged in the process of healing and responding 
to harm.  In particular, dialogue is a major part of how people engage in RJ 
practices.  Thus, the idea of readiness would require people to find value of 
dialogue and inclusion.  Here, item 60, when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken dialogue can be an effective strategy for responding to minor 
behaviors and item 61, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken 
dialogue can be an effective strategy for preventing minor behaviors (r = .922, p 
< .01) had a very strong correlation.   
In addition, item 62, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken those who have been harmed can benefit from talking about the problem 
had a very strong correlation with item 63,  when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken those who have done harm can benefit from talking about their 
behavior (r = .863, p < .01) and a strong correlation with item 64, when a conflict 
occurs or when school rules are broken it is important for the person who did the 
harm to hear how their actions affected others (r = .653, p < .01).  Many of the 
correlations in this subscale showed moderate to very strong relationships 
amongst items regarding the use of dialogue as a tool to address harm resulting 
from conflict and broken rules.   
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Table 21 
Engagement Correlations Matrix 
 
Items 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 
53.  …all those involved 
should be part of the 
resolution. 
1                
54.  …the person harmed 
and the person who did the 
harm should be dealt with 
separately. 
-.138 1               
55.  …the person harmed 
and the person who did the 
harm should resolve the 
issue face-to-face. 
.274** -.266** 1              
56.  …the person who did 
the harm deserves a chance 
to explain their actions. 
.409** -.237** .372** 1             
57.  …the person harmed 
should not be allowed to 
interact with the person who 
did the harm. 
-.111 .349** -.069 -.241** 1            
58.  …dialogue can be an 
effective strategy for 
responding to serious 
behaviors. 
.328** -.335** .387** .604** -.232** 1           
59.  …dialogue can be an 
effective strategy for 
preventing serious 
behaviors. 
.478** -.269** .271** .362** -.335** .674** 1          
60.  … dialogue can be an 
effective strategy for 
responding to minor 
behaviors. 
.520** -.253** .188* .293** -.283** .535** .774** 1         
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Table 21 
 
Engagement Correlations Matrix cont’d 
 
        
Items 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 
61.  … dialogue can be an 
effective strategy for 
preventing minor behaviors.  
.457** -.204 .191* .265** -.244** .470** .762** .922** 1        
62.  …those who have been 
harmed can benefit from 
talking about the problem. 
.390* -.231** .205* .397** -.223* .410** .552** .662** .668** 1       
63.  …those who have done 
harm can benefit from talking 
about their behavior. 
.493** -.209* .235** .499** -.281** .506** .634** .685** .702** .863** 1      
64.  …it is important for the 
person who did harm to hear 
how their actions affected 
others. 
.311** -.109 .263** .198* -.129 .320** .384** .519** .576** .625** .653** 1     
65.  …healing is more likely 
to occur through 
collaborative processes that 
include everyone affected. 
.481** -.241** .441** .410** -.282** .558** .549** .536** .546** .485** .565** .439** 1    
66.  …it is important for the 
person who did harm to be 
heard. 
.508** -.245** .327** .698** -.275** .629** .541** .479** .473** .536** .623** .405** .561** 1   
67.  …it is important for the 
person harmed to be heard. 
.290** -0.17 .231** .210* -0.09 .221* .320** .403** .420** .482** .408** .544** .411** .460** 1  
68.  …it is important that the 
problem-solving process be 
perceived as fair. 
.216* -.190* .015 .246** -.170 .329** .407** .528** .542** .517** .471** .449** .296** .461** .460** 1 
 
Note: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)** and at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)* 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to test this hypothesis.  
Salkind (2014) describes factor analysis as “a technique based on how well 
various items are related to one another and form clusters or factors” (p. 317).  
There is no bright-line rule regarding appropriate sample size for EFA among 
researchers.  However, Tabachnick & Fiddell (2014) note that a sample size of 
100 is poor.  Velicer and Fava (1998) mention a minimum sample size of 100 - 
200 but caution researchers to obtain the largest sample size possible as small 
samples can impact the stability of results.  Due to the size of the sample, n = 
126, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was used.  The test 
produced a KMO Statistic of .82.  This meets the minimum necessary for factor 
analysis as it is above the .50 minimum (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, as cited in 
Field, 2013).  In addition, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant at 3719.78, 
p < .001 and demonstrates patterned relationships between items.   
 Because the ASC scales—Disciplinary Structure and Student Support—
have been widely used and tested, and the purpose of this analysis was to 
determine if there was an underlying structure for the untested RJR items, only 
items 20 - 68 from the original ASC-RJR were considered for the exploratory 
factor analysis.  Of the 49 items, eight items were deleted (20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 
37, 38) after a review of correlation matrices for the set of items revealed them to 
have the weakest coefficients (below .30), making them candidates for removal 
(Field, 2013).  As such, items with fewer than five correlations greater than .30 
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were deleted.  To note, these items also performed poorly with previous reliability 
and correlation analyses. 
The exploratory factor analysis was performed using principal axis 
factoring to extract the factors.  With the belief that the items were correlated, an 
oblique, direct oblimin rotation was used and loadings below .30 were 
suppressed from the output (Field, 2013).  The output revealed a 10-factor 
solution which recaptured 64.6% of the variance.  Items were considered cross-
loaded if they were within .15 of each other.  In determining the number of factors 
to retain, several criteria were used.   
The first measure was Kaiser’s criterion which suggests researchers 
retaining factors with an eigenvalue equal to or greater than 1.00 (Hatcher, 
2013).  This method is not without faults.  Though one of the most common 
approaches, critics opine this method as being too liberal, often resulting in too 
many factors being retained (Reise, Waller & Comrey, 2000; Streiner, 1994).  In 
addition, Field (2013) notes that this criterion is applicable in instances where 
there are few than 30 variables, communalities after extraction are greater than 
.70, or the sample size is greater than 250 with the average communality for 
variables greater than .60.  Despite this, Kaiser’s criterion was used as an initial 
step.  This resulted in 10 factors with eigenvalues ≥ 1.00 accounting for 64.6% of 
the variance after extraction. 
 
 
  
 144 
 
a When factors are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance.   
Table 22 
 
Total Variance Explained 
 
  Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadingsa 
Factor  Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative %  Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative % Total 
1 13.396 32.673 32.673 13.082 31.908 31.908 8.137 
2 3.638 8.872 41.545 3.257 7.945 39.853 3.813 
3 2.368 5.776 47.321 2.028 4.946 44.799 7.303 
4 2.222 5.419 52.739 1.934 4.717 49.517 3.447 
5 2.108 5.141 57.881 1.731 4.221 53.738 3.872 
6 1.52 3.706 61.587 1.189 2.901 56.639 5.092 
7 1.435 3.5 65.087 1.053 2.568 59.207 5.127 
8 1.205 2.938 68.025 0.823 2.007 61.215 2.474 
9 1.13 2.757 70.782 0.753 1.837 63.052 5.569 
10 1.004 2.45 73.232 0.625 1.525 64.577 3.393 
11 0.935 2.28 75.512     
12 0.797 1.945 77.457     
13 0.715 1.743 79.2     
14 0.692 1.687 80.887     
15 0.656 1.599 82.486     
16 0.606 1.477 83.964     
17 0.583 1.422 85.386     
18 0.565 1.379 86.765     
19 0.531 1.295 88.06     
20 0.485 1.184 89.244     
21 0.42 1.024 90.267     
22 0.41 1 91.267     
23 0.357 0.87 92.137     
24 0.344 0.84 92.977     
25 0.317 0.774 93.751     
26 0.308 0.752 94.503     
27 0.273 0.666 95.169     
28 0.248 0.606 95.775     
29 0.232 0.565 96.34     
30 0.211 0.515 96.854     
31 0.201 0.49 97.344     
32 0.18 0.438 97.782     
33 0.176 0.43 98.213     
34 0.136 0.331 98.544     
35 0.125 0.304 98.848     
36 0.113 0.275 99.123     
37 0.099 0.242 99.366     
38 0.089 0.216 99.582     
39 0.07 0.171 99.753     
40 0.066 0.161 99.914     
41 0.035 0.086 100     
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Next, a scree test was conducted by reviewing the plot of eigenvalues for 
possible factors.  The plot in Figure 4 shows Factor one accounting for a large 
portion of the common variance along with Factors two - five before a large break 
occurs and a leveling off of eigenvalues for the remaining factors.  The scree 
analysis supports the retention of a five-factor solution.  The total variance 
recaptured by the five factors is 53.7% after extraction, with the remaining 28 
variables accounting for only 10.9% of the variance.  After reviewing the scree 
plot, the exploratory factor analysis was rerun specifying a five-factor extraction.   
Finally, a review of the content in each item was conducted.  This review showed 
that the five-factor solution produced better groupings for the variables based on 
information gleaned from the literature and commonalities amongst the items in 
each factor (Hatcher, 2013). 
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Figure 4. Scree Plot 
 
Interpretation of the Factors 
 
The pattern matrix should be used for interpretation of the factor solution 
when oblique rotation is used (Hatcher, 2013).  When a variable is measuring a 
factor, it is said to load onto that factor.  Factor loadings generally range in size 
from -1.00 to 1.00.  According to Hatcher (2013) a value of ± .40 may be the 
most widely-used criterion, though sometimes values as low as ± .30 are 
acceptable.  Similarly, Field (2013) states that loadings of .40 are considered 
substantial.  Each factor should have at least three variables that load onto it in 
order to retain the factor (Streiner, 1994).  If not, one can consider dropping the 
factor from the solution.  Often, the easiest option is to assign variables to the 
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factors on which they have the highest loading.  However, it is important to be 
mindful of items that load closely onto multiple variables as this suggests it may 
not be effectively tapping into a single construct (Streiner, 1994).   
A review of the pattern matrices for both solutions revealed that there 
were 11 cross-loadings and 15 variables with loadings less than .40 for the 10-
factor solution.  The five-factor solution, on the other hand, better maximized 
simple structure with fewer cross-loadings (eight), fewer variables with less than 
.40 loadings (eight) and no variables that loaded onto more than two factors.  
Next, each factor will be explored more closely.  The pattern matrix is reproduced 
in Table 23. 
Factor One—Dialogue-Driven Engagement.  Table 23 shows the following 
items loaded onto factor one:  when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken all those involved should be part of the resolution (item 53, .55), when a 
conflict occurs or when school rules are broken dialogue can be an effective 
strategy for responding to serious behaviors (item 58, .65), when a conflict 
occurs or when school rules are broken dialogue can be an effective strategy for 
preventing serious behaviors (item 59, .85), when a conflict occurs or when 
school rules are broken dialogue can be an effective strategy for responding to 
minor behaviors (item 60, .93), when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken dialogue can be an effective strategy for preventing minor behaviors (item 
61, .88), when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken those who have 
been harmed can benefit from talking about the problem (item 62, .64), when a 
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conflict occurs or when school rules are broken those who have done harm can 
benefit from talking about their behavior (item 63, .74), when a conflict occurs or 
when school rules are broken healing is more likely to occur through 
collaborative process that includes everyone affected (item 65, .61), and when a 
conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is important that the problem-
solving process be perceived as fair (item 68, .45).  All loadings were positive.      
Several items cross-loaded and decisions were retained, dropped, or 
assigned to other factors based on the strength of loading and content of the 
item.  For example, item 56, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken the person who did the harm deserves a chance to explain their actions 
(.30) cross-loaded on factor 3 (.57).  This item was assigned to factor three 
where it had a stronger loading and was similar in content to the other items in 
the factor.  This was the case for item 67 when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken it is important for the person harmed to be heard (.31) as well, 
which loaded more strongly on factor 4.  In addition, items 64 (.46), and 66, when 
a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is important for the person 
who did harm to be heard (.50) were too closely cross-loaded and dropped.  
Finally, item 51, it is important for schools to engage in practices that prevent 
problem behavior (.31) was dropped due to weak cross-loading (below .40).  
Given the nature of these items, factor one was labeled Dialogue-Driven 
Engagement.  The use of dialogue to foster inclusion, address harm, and repair 
relationships is critical to RJ practices in the school setting.  The research 
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supports the idea that participants find satisfaction when they are engaged in 
processes that allow them to talk and be heard.   
Factor Two—Punitiveness.  Table 23 displays the loadings for factor two.  
All loadings were positive and only loaded onto factor two.  The following items 
were retained: when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken the broken 
rule is the most important thing to consider (item 27, .52), when a conflict occurs 
or when school rules are broken, it is important for the person who did the harm 
to be made an example of (item 44, .74), when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken, it is important for the person who did the harm to be punished 
severely (item 45, .71), it is important for schools to punish students who break 
school rules (item 49, .61), when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken the person harmed should not be allowed to interact with the person who 
did the harm (item 57, .63).  Item 54, when a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken the person harmed and the person who did the harm should be dealt 
with separately (.31), was dropped due to its weak loading.  All of these items 
included in this factor were designed to measure underlying punitive beliefs 
which are antithetical to RJ principles and practices.  Such beliefs are often 
impediments to successful implementation of RJ practices in schools.  As a 
result, this factor was labeled Punitiveness. 
Factor Three—Responsiveness to Needs.  Table 23 shows the loadings  
for factor three.  All loadings were positive.  The following items had significant 
loadings and were retained: when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
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broken it is important to determine the needs of the person who did the harm 
(item 31, .70), when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is 
important to respond to the needs of the person who did the harm (item 32, .82), 
when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is important to figure 
out the causes of the wrongdoer’s behavior (item 33, .63), when a conflict occurs 
or when school rules are broken it is important to show concern for the person 
harmed and the wrongdoer (item 34, .71), when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken it is important to treat the person who did the harm respectfully 
(item 35, .62), when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is 
important to provide positive support for the person who did the harm (item 36, 
.64), and when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken the person who 
did the harm deserves a chance to explain their actions (item 56, .57).   
As previously discussed in the factor one analysis, item 66, when a 
conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is important for the person who 
did harm to be heard (.41) had similar values in cross-loading and was dropped.  
Items 33 and 56 cross-loaded, but more strongly on factor three, and thus were 
retained (.63).  Finally, item 28, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken, it is important to determine what the person harmed needs (.45) was 
cross-loaded on factor four, where it was a better fit based on content and 
strength of loading.  This factor was labeled Responsiveness to Needs.  These 
items focus on the needs of the person who causes harm. 
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Factor Four—School Obligations.  Table 23 displays the loadings for 
factor four.  Interestingly, all loadings for this factor, though significant.  The 
following items were retained:  when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken, it is important to determine what the person harmed needs (item 28, -
.52), when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is important to 
prioritize the needs of the person harmed (item 29, -.48), when a conflict occurs 
or when school rules are broken it is important to ensure the person harmed be 
“made whole,” (item 30, -.51), it is important for schools to teach those who harm 
to understand the impact of their behavior (item 46, -.47), it is important for 
schools to determine the causes of problem behavior (item 47, -.47), it is 
important for schools to teach students how to resolve conflict (item 48, -.42) and 
when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is important for the 
person harmed to be heard (item 67, -.51).   
Here, cross-loadings occurred with items 28, 33, 48, 51, 64, and 67. Item 
28, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, it is important to 
determine what the person harmed needs (-.52) was cross-loaded on factor 
three, and as previously mentioned, was retained in factor four based on content 
and strength of loading.  Item 33, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken it is important to figure out the causes of the wrongdoer’s behavior, 
loaded more strongly on factor three and was consequently dropped from this 
factor.  Item 48 it is important for schools to teach students how to resolve 
conflict had a slightly higher loading (-.42) on this factor and is in alignment with 
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the content focus of school obligations.  Items 51 it is important for schools to 
engage in practices that prevent problem behavior (-.35) and 52 it is important for 
schools to teach students expected behaviors (-.38) were both dropped due to 
factor loadings below .40. Lastly, item 64 when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken it is important for the person who did harm to hear how their 
actions affected others (-.41) was dropped due to similar loading on two factors.   
This factor was labeled School Obligations due to the content of the items.  
Schools are responsible for the health, safety, and well-being of its students—
those who are affected by harm and those who cause harm.  These items seek 
to capture the active roles of schools in helping all students and setting up 
structures to support them.  Interestingly, all loadings for this factor, though 
significant, were negative.  This suggests that a large number of participants did 
not see schools as being responsible for tasks such as ensuring the person who 
has been harmed is heard, teaching students how to resolve conflict, or 
determining the causes of problem behavior.  Again, such ideas run counter to 
the structures that should be in place for RJ implementation, especially if a whole 
school approach is adopted.   
Factor Five—Make it Right.  Finally, Table 23 displays the loadings for 
factor five.  Interestingly, all loadings for this factor, though significant, were also 
negative.  The following items were retained: when a conflict occurs or when 
school rules are broken it is important for the person who did the harm to repair 
the damaged relationship (item 39, -.67), when a conflict occurs or when school 
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rules are broken it is important for the person who did the harm to take 
responsibility for their actions (item 40, -.61), when a conflict occurs or when 
school rules are broken it is important for the person who did the harm to 
apologize (item 41, -.71), when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken 
it is important for the person who did the harm to “make it right” (item 42, -.68), 
and when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken it is important for the 
person who did the harm to understand the impact of their behavior (item 43, -
.57).  Only item 48, it is important for schools to teach students how to resolve 
conflict (-.41) cross-loaded, but it was retained for factor four.  Item 55, when a 
conflict occurs or when school rules are broken the person harmed and the 
person who did the harm should resolve the issue face-to-face (-.30), on the 
other hand, was discarded due to a loading less than .40.  This factor was 
labeled Make it Right as these items are intended to measure the construct of 
restoration and the work to be done once someone has caused harm to another.  
This is another cornerstone of RJ. 
Interestingly, items 26, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken it is more important to focus on relationships that broken rules, and 50, it 
is important for schools to prioritize context over consequence, did not load onto 
any factor and were dropped.  This could mean the items were poorly 
constructed and did not measure any of the underlying constructs.  As a result, 
33 items were retained as part of the five-factor solution to make up the RJR 
scale.   
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Ultimately, exploratory factor analysis provided insight into the scales and 
the constructs RJR was attempting to measure.  While the analyses suggest that 
a majority of the items comprising the RJR scale were measuring the intended 
constructs, it is important to understand the impact of sample size in such a 
study.  The sample size (n = 126) in this study is quite small and thus impacts 
stability and the ability to generalize findings.   
 
Table 23 
 
     
Pattern Matrix 
 
    
  Rotated Factor Loadings 
Item Engagement Punitiveness Needs 
School 
Obligations 
Make it 
Right 
 
60. D can be effective for 
responding to MB 
 
0.928 
    
61. D can be effective for 
preventing MB 
0.878     
59. D can be effective for 
preventing SB 
0.847     
63. harmer can benefit from 
talking 
0.738     
58. D can be effective for 
responding to SB 
0.646     
62. harmed can benefit from 
talking 
0.637     
65. healing likely with 
collaborative processes 
0.614     
53. all directly impacted part 
of the R 
0.551     
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Table 23 
 
Pattern Matrix cont’d 
 
     
 Rotated Factor Loadings 
Item Engagement Punitiveness Needs 
School 
Obligations 
Make it 
Right 
44. harmer should be made 
an example of 
 0.738    
45. harmer should be 
punished severely 
 0.709    
57. harmer should not 
interact with harmed 
 0.628    
49. schools should punish 
rule-breakers 
 0.610    
27. broken rule is most 
important 
 0.516    
      
32. important to respond to 
needs of harmer 
  0.824   
34. important to show 
concern for both 
  0.712   
31. important to determine 
needs of harmer 
  0.704   
36. provide positive support 
for harmer 
  0.635   
33. important to explore 
causes of behavior 
  0.630   
35. important to treat 
harmer respectfully 
  0.624   
56. harmer deserves 
chance to explain actions 
  0.566   
       
28. important to determine 
needs of harmed 
   -0.522  
30. ensure harmed be 
“made whole” 
   -0.511  
67. important for harmed to 
be heard 
   -0.509  
29. important to prioritize 
needs of harmed 
   -0.477  
47. schools should 
determine cause of B 
   -0.472  
46. schools teach harmer 
impact 
   -0.469  
48. schools should teach 
how to R conflict 
   -0.417  
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Table 23 
 
     
Pattern Matrix cont’d 
 
     
 Rotated Factor Loadings 
 
Item Engagement Punitiveness Needs 
School 
Obligations 
Make it 
Right 
      
41. important for harmer to 
apologize 
    -0.706 
42. important for harmer to 
make it right 
    -0.678 
39. important to repair 
relationship 
    -0.668 
40. important harmer take 
responsibility 
    -0.605 
43. important for harmer to 
understand impact 
    -0.560 
      
Eigenvalues 12.96 3.14 1.91 1.82 1.59 
% of variance 31.62 7.65 4.66 4.44 3.90 
α  0.91 0.82 0.90 0.85 0.79 
Note 1: Only values above .40 are showing.  Converged in 6 iterations.   
Note 2: Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.   
Note 3: Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.  
 
Reliability Analyses for Revised Restorative  
Justice Readiness Scale  
 
Reliability tests were run again using the minimized data set resulting from 
the exploratory factor analysis.  The overall alpha reliability coefficient for RJR 
scale was originally .87 (n = 49).  The revised scale had an alpha reliability 
coefficient of .88 (33 items), showing only slight improvement.  Table 24 below 
displays the alpha coefficients for the new RJR subscales.  The ASC subscales, 
Disciplinary Structure and Student Support, were not changed so their alpha 
coefficients remain the same.  The RJR scale is now comprised of five scales 
instead of four—Responsiveness to Needs, School Obligations, Make it Right, 
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Dialogue-Driven Engagement, and Punitiveness.  All of the revised RJR 
subscales have alpha coefficients greater than .70.  Because the subscales are 
no longer comprised of the same items, direct comparisons cannot be made to 
the previous scales.   
 
Table 24 
   
Reliability—Revised Subscales 
  
Subscale 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
No. of 
items 
Disciplinary Structure .29 9 
Fairness (1-5) .48 5 
Justness (6-9) .19 4 
Student Support .79 10 
Respect .85 4 
Willingness to Seek Help .70 6 
Responsiveness to Needs  .90 7 
School Obligations  .85 7 
Make it Right .79 5 
Engagement .91 9 
Punitiveness .81 5 
   
n = 126     
 
 
Correlational Analyses for Variables 
Composites were created for the Disciplinary Structure, Student Support 
and Restorative Justice Readiness variables.  Previous correlation analysis 
revealed significant relationships between the items in the original version of the 
ASC-RJR survey.  Here, Table 25 displays the correlations for the ASC variables 
and the revised version of the Restorative Justice Readiness scale created after 
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the exploratory factor analysis.  Here, no statistically significant relationship 
between Disciplinary Structure and Student Support was detected (r = .120, p > 
.05).  Conversely, there was a statistically significant positive correlation between 
Disciplinary Structure and Restorative Justice Readiness (r = .201, p < .05).  
There was also a statistically significant relationship between Student Support 
and Restorative Justice Readiness (r = .183, p < .05).   
 
Table 25 
 
Variable Correlations  
    
 RJR DS SS 
Restorative Justice Readiness  1   
Disciplinary Structure .201* 1  
Student Support .183* .120 1 
 
                 *correlation is significant at .05 level (2-tailed) 
 
Multiple Regression Analysis 
Multiple regression is used to predict potential relationships amongst 
variables (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013).  A standard multiple regression analysis 
was performed between the dependent variable, Restorative Justice Readiness 
(M = 159.99, SD = 12.458), and the independent variables, Disciplinary Structure 
(M = 28.67, SD = 4.00), and Student Support (M = 44.10, SD = 5.43).  The first 
predictor variable, Disciplinary Structure, was a composite variable created from 
items one – nine in the revised ASC-RJR survey.  The second predictor variable, 
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Student Support, was also a composite variable created from items 10 – 19.  The 
dependent variable, Restorative Justice Readiness, was created from the 
remaining 33 items of the revised ASC-RJR survey.  The enter method allows for 
all predictor variables to be entered simultaneously and is preferred to the 
stepwise method (Field, 2013).  When attempting multiple regression, it is 
important to check for multicollinearity.  A review of the output showed there was 
no cause for concern as Tolerance = .986 and VIF = 1.015 which are acceptable 
as tolerance should be greater than .1 while VIF should be less than 10 (Mertler 
& Vannatta, 2013). 
The regression analysis revealed that the model significantly predicted 
restorative justice readiness R = .26, R2 = .07, R2adj = .05, F(2, 123) = 4.351, p = 
.015.  Combined, the two independent variables in the model accounted for 7% 
of the shared variance in Restorative Justice Readiness.  The strength of this 
relationship was small according to Cohen’s (1992) suggested labels for effect 
sizes, which are as follows: small = .02, medium = .13, and large = .26).  
Moreover, b-values show positive relationships between the independent and 
dependent variables.  The unstandardized regression coefficients, intercepts, 
and standardized regression coefficients for each variable are presented in Table 
26.   
With respect to the independent variables and Restorative Justice 
Readiness, Disciplinary Structure (t = 2.07, p = .041), and Student Support         
(t = 1.84, p = .068) while both were indicative of positive relationships with 
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Restorative Justice Readiness, only Disciplinary Structure was a significant 
predictor.  Student Support was not significant.  Also, the unstandardized 
regression coefficients demonstrate that for every one-unit increase in 
Restorative Justice Readiness, there would be an increase of .565 for 
Disciplinary Structure, and a .371 increase for Student Support, controlling for the 
other variable.   Ultimately, though the model demonstrated a relationship 
amongst the variables, their strength as predictors based on an R2 value of .07 
was weak overall, producing a small effect.   
 
Table 26 
      
Multiple Regression Model 
     
  B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
Constant 126.454 11.165  11.415 .000 
Disciplinary Structure 0.565 0.273 0.181 2.067 .041 
Student Support 0.371 0.201 0.162 1.842 .068 
Note: Dependent Variable: Restorative Justice Readiness   
 
Summary 
After completing all of the analyses, most of the hypotheses were 
supported.  The revised Restorative Justice Readiness scales were reliable with 
an overall alpha of .85.  Each individual RJR subscale was reliable as well. Table 
27 below provides a summary of the findings for each hypothesis.  In the next 
chapter, I will provide an overview of the study, situate the current study within 
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the literature and draw conclusions.  Finally, I will discuss the limitations of this 
study before providing recommendations for future research, policy, and practice. 
 
Table 27 
  
Summary of Findings  
  
Hypothesis Findings 
1 The items in the Disciplinary 
Structure subscale are correlated. 
nine items; α = .29; 17 correlations at p < .05 or p 
< .01) 
2 The items in the Student Support 
subscale are correlated. 
10 items; α = .79; 34 correlations at p < .05 or p < 
.01) 
3 The items in the original Harm 
subscale are correlated. 
eight items; α = .02; 11 correlations at p < .05 or p 
< .01) 
4 The items in the original Needs 
subscale are correlated. 
11 items; α = .82; 40 correlations at p < .05 or p < 
.01) 
5 The items in the original 
Obligations subscale are 
correlated. 
14 items; α = .75; 56 correlations at p < .05 or p < 
.01) 
6 The items in the original 
Engagement subscale are 
correlated. 
16 items; α = .84; 110 correlations at p < .05 or p 
< .01) 
7 There is an underlying structure 
for the Restorative Justice 
Readiness construct. 
This hypothesis was supported.  Factor analysis 
produced a five-factor solution for RJR. 
8 Disciplinary Structure, Student 
Support, and Restorative Justice 
Readiness are correlated. 
The hypothesis was partially supported.  
 
a.  No statistically significant relationship between 
Disciplinary Structure and Student Support was 
detected (r = .120, p > .05).    
 
b.  There was a statistically significant positive 
relationship between Disciplinary Structure and 
Restorative Justice Readiness (r = .201, p < .05).   
 
c.  There was a statistically significant relationship 
between Student Support and Restorative Justice 
Readiness (r = .183, p < .05).   
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Table 27 
 
Summary of Findings cont’d 
  
 
 
Hypothesis Findings 
9 Disciplinary Structure and Student 
Support are predictors of 
Restorative Justice Readiness. 
This hypothesis was supported.   
 
a.  The model was statistically significant but had 
a small effect (R = .26, R2 = .07, R2adj  = .05,   
F(2, 123) = 4.351, p = .015).   
 
b.  Disciplinary Structure was a significant 
predictor (t = 2.07, p = .041) of Restorative 
Justice Readiness.   
 
c.  Student Support (t = 1.84, p = .068) was not 
significant.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
In this final chapter, I will discuss the findings from the current study and 
situate it within existing literature from the field, draw conclusions, and describe 
limitations of the study before making recommendations for future research, 
policy, and practice.   
 
Overview 
This study and its findings were novel in several regards.  First, it 
represents an attempt to explore the relationship between a developing theory 
focusing on Authoritative School Climates and a new construct, Restorative 
Justice Readiness.  Second, this study was intended to address a gap in the 
literature of RJ, which focuses largely on implementation, and not the work that 
needs to be done to determine if schools or districts have the beliefs and values 
necessary to adopt and willingly implement RJ practices.  As a result, an 
instrument was created that can be used to measure this construct.  Finally, this 
study used a quantitative research design, something not common in the 
literature with respect to RJ in schools.   
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between aspects 
of two current school discipline reform efforts: Authoritative School Climate, as 
measured by the dimensions disciplinary structure and student support, and the 
construct of Restorative Justice Readiness.  A secondary purpose of the study 
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was to develop a reliable instrument that could be used to measure both 
dimensions of Authoritative School Climate and the newly proposed construct, 
Restorative Justice Readiness.  Already a proponent for RJ, this study was 
prompted by a desire to learn more about the ways in which beliefs and values 
impact RJ implementation.  Evans and Vaandering (2016) believe this work to be 
of critical importance for successful and sustainable implementation. 
The hypotheses this study sought to investigate were as follows: 
1. The items in the Disciplinary Structure subscale are correlated. 
2. The items in the Student Support subscale are correlated. 
3. The items in the original Harm subscale are correlated. 
4. The items in the original Needs subscale are correlated. 
5. The items in the original Obligations subscale are correlated. 
6. The items in the original Engagement subscale are correlated. 
7. There is an underlying factor structure for the Restorative Justice 
Readiness construct in the ASC-RJR instrument. 
8. Disciplinary Structure, Student Support, and Restorative Justice 
Readiness are correlated. 
9. Disciplinary Structure and Student Support are predictors of 
Restorative Justice Readiness. 
A quantitative methodology was chosen for this study.  More specifically, a 
survey was used to gather data needed to explore the relationship between ASC 
and RJR.  The original ASC-RJR survey utilized select items from the secondary 
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school teacher and staff version of the Authoritative School Climate Survey 
(ASCS; Cornell, 2017) along with original items created by the researcher to 
measure the constructs.  The final sample (n = 126) was comprised of staff from 
12 high schools in the Southern California Inland Valley.  Participants included 
administrators, teachers, counselors and other staff members.  Analyses for the 
data included descriptive statistics, correlations, exploratory factor analysis and 
multiple regression.  Analyses produced many significant correlations amongst 
variables within the subscales, a five-factor solution, significant correlations 
between both components of ASC with RJR, and identified Disciplinary Structure 
a predictor of Restorative Justice Readiness.  The findings of the study will be 
discussed below in conjunction with the relevant literature. 
 
Discussion of Findings and Literature 
Hypothesis 1:  The items in the original Disciplinary Structure subscale are 
correlated. 
Disciplinary Structure had the lowest reliability of the two ASC subscales 
(α = .29; nine items) and most of the RJR subscales.  This was surprising as the 
scale performed much better in prior administrations (Cornell, 2017).  Part of the 
issue may have had something to do with the smallish sample of this study (n = 
126) in comparison to previous studies with larger samples.  Despite this, there 
were 17 statistically significant correlations from this subscale.  Four were 
moderately strong with alphas greater than .40.  One notable relationship was 
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between item one, the punishment for breaking school rules is the same for all 
students and item four, if a student does something wrong he or she will 
definitely be punished (r = .430, p < .01).  This pairing suggests notions of 
fairness.  Prior research notes that students are more likely to behave 
appropriately and respect adults in authority when they perceive fairness 
(Gottfredson, Gottfredson, & Hybl, 1993; Tyler, 2006).   
Upon first glance, this seems ideal.  However, the idea of students having 
to be punished just because they broke a school rule is symptomatic of the 
retributive justice paradigm (Wenzel et al., 2008) and the zero-tolerance policies.  
A restorative paradigm, on the other hand, would focus more on who was 
impacted by the action, what happened, and what the parties involved need in 
order to right the wrong and heal (Zehr, 2002; Johnston & Van Ness, 2007).  This 
could mean that even if students break rules, they may ultimately not receive a 
punitive consequence.  For those in our schools whose values and beliefs are 
still focused on punitive responses, the jump to RJ practices is a huge shift.  For 
people such as this, it might be important to remember that not all scholars see 
retributive and restorative paradigms as mutually exclusive (Daly, 2002).  In fact, 
Winslade and Drewery (2005) note that while punitive consequences should not 
be the goal, they can be outcomes of restorative processes.  Such knowledge 
can act as a bridge to RJ practices for those educators who are more punitive in 
values and beliefs and might be reluctant to wholly embrace a system they 
thought might now allow any form of punishment. 
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Hypothesis 2:  The items in the original Student Support subscale are correlated. 
The items from this subscale were intended to determine the degree to 
which students were perceived as being treated respectfully by adults in the 
school and how willing students were to seek adults out if they needed help. 
Respect is a foundational value often mentioned in the restorative justice 
literature (Hopkins, 2004; Pranis 2007).  This subscale had an alpha coefficient 
of .79 and produced 34 statistically significant correlations.  Four items produced 
strong correlations:  item 10, most teachers and adults at this school care about 
all students paired with item 11, most teachers and adults at this school want all 
students to do well (r = .772, p < .01), along with the pairing of item 12, most 
teachers and adults at this school listen to what students have to say with item 
13, most teachers and adults at this school treat students with respect (r = .747, 
p < .01). 
The strength of these two pairings support literature touting the 
importance of a caring environment for students.  For example, McNeely et al., 
(2002) found higher levels of connectedness amongst students when they 
perceived teachers as caring in a study that surveyed students.  While the 
correlations here were some of the strongest, care should be taken not to 
generalize too much, as the participants in the study at hand were asked to 
provide opinions regarding how they think students perceive adult-student 
relationships at their respective school sites.  This may not be an accurate 
reflection of how students actually feel, tempering this finding a bit.  Even still, 
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Huang and Cornell (2016) note that teacher perceptions are an important aspect 
of school climate research as well as to the support component.   
 
Hypothesis 3:  The items in the original Harm subscale are correlated. 
These items were intended to explore participants’ views about who is 
impacted when rules are broken and whether relationships or broken rules 
should be priority in those instances.  This subscale proved too poorly conceived 
and the least reliable of all subscales in the original ASC-RJR survey with an 
alpha of .02, despite the showing of a few correlations of moderate strength.  
Huang and Cornell (2016) expressed the importance of using psychometrically 
sound surveys in the work of school improvement.  After further analyses, all but 
one of these items was eventually deleted from the original ASC-RJR Survey.  
This subscale was also not a part of the revised ASC-RJR Survey.   
 
Hypothesis 4:  The items in the original Needs subscale are correlated. 
This subscale proved to be one of the most reliable (α = .82; 11 items) and 
produced 40 statistically significant correlations.  These items were intended to 
explore participants’ thoughts about how to respond to the needs of those 
involved after a conflict has occurred or when school rules have been broken.  
Few argue that it is important to take care of the needs of those who experience 
harm so some of the correlations were not surprising.  For example, item 28, it is 
important to determine what the person harmed needs had a strong correlation 
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with item 29 it is important to prioritize the needs of the person harm (r = .644, p 
< .01) and with item 30 it is important to ensure the person harmed be “made 
whole” (r = .541, p < .01).  Survey responses for this item indicated that 82.4% of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the item 28 and 73.1% agreed or 
strongly agreed with item 29.  These results align with a central tenet of RJ, 
repairing harm (Zehr, 2002).  People are often comfortable with this aspect of RJ.  
The more troubling aspect for those resistant to RP is how those who cause 
harm should be treated when they cause conflict or break school rules. 
For instance, several pairings showed strong relationships amongst 
variables dealing with how the person who caused harm is treated.  Item 31, it is 
important to determine the needs of the person who did the harm and item 32, it 
is important to respond to the needs of the person who did the harm (r = .708, p 
< .01) were paired, as were item 33, it is important to figure out the causes of the 
wrongdoer’s behavior and item 36, it is important to provide positive support for 
the person who did the harm (r = .674, p < .01).  In punitive, retributive 
paradigms, while the person who caused harm might be punished, their needs 
beyond punishment may not be taken into account.  Therefore, it was 
unexpected to see that 85.7% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with 
item 33 and the importance of determining the causes of problem behavior and 
76.5% agreed or strongly agreed that those who do harm should receive positive 
support.   
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The aforementioned findings are promising as Stinchcomb et al. (2006) 
express the importance of changing the conditions that cause misbehavior and 
understanding the behavior in context.  Such investigation does not always occur 
under zero- tolerance regimes.  In addition, as RJ in schools has more of a 
relational focus (Morrison & Vaandering, 2012) where students and teachers see 
one another day after day, long lasting change in behavior and healing require 
the needs of all parties be addressed.  Amstutz and Mullet (2015) posit that RJ 
practices are meant to validate the experiences of all through approaches that 
are healing, not coercive or alienating.    
 
Hypothesis 5:  The items in the original Obligations subscale are correlated. 
The items in this subscale (α = .75; 14 items) were intended to explore the 
obligations of schools and those who cause harm once a conflict occurs or when 
school rules are broken.  RJ principles and practices are founded upon ideas that 
those who cause harm are obligated to make it right.  Therefore, it came as no 
surprise when the following items demonstrated strong relationships because 
they have to do with the person who caused harm making amends, a concept 
most are comfortable with:  item 39, when a conflict occurs or when school rules 
are broken, it is important for the person who did the harm to repair the damaged 
relationship and item 42, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, 
it is important for the person who did the harm to make it right (r = .634, p < .01) 
along with item 40,  when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, it is 
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important for the person who did the harm to take responsibility for their actions 
and item 46 when a conflict occurs or when school rules are broken, it is 
important for the person who did the harm to understand the impact of their 
behavior (r = .656, p < .01).   
Surprisingly, items 51 and 52, it is important for schools to engage in 
practices that prevent problem behavior and it is important for schools to teach 
students expected behaviors (r = .715) a strong relationship, ultimately neither 
was included in the final scale after the exploratory factor analysis.  These items 
were intended to explore the obligations schools have to students in the work of 
RJ.  Cremin (2012) captured it well when she suggested that the focus to change 
cannot be merely geared towards students.  Schools have to work to change the 
structures and environment that surround them.    
 
Hypothesis 6:  The items in the original Engagement subscale are correlated. 
Lastly, the Engagement subscale (α = .84; 16 items) produced 110 
statistically significant correlations. These items were intended to investigate 
ideas pertaining to how people are engaged in the process of healing and 
responding to harm.  In RJ practices, dialogue is a major part of how people are 
engaged in the process of healing and repairing harm.  RJ practices such as 
affective statements, circles, and conferencing all require dialogue and provide 
opportunities for those who have harmed and those who have been harmed to 
discuss what happened (Costello et al., 2009).  These practices can be used for 
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both minor and serious behaviors preventively and responsively (Costello et al., 
2010; Hansberry, 2016); Hopkins, 2004).  Thus, a large part of RJR is seeing the 
value of dialogue and inclusion.  In the current study, item 60, when a conflict 
occurs or when school rules are broken dialogue can be an effective strategy for 
responding to minor behaviors and item 61, when a conflict occurs or when 
school rules are broken dialogue can be an effective strategy for preventing 
minor behavior r = .922, p < .01) had a very strong correlation, supporting the 
aforementioned literature.   
In addition, item 62, when a conflict occurs or when school rules are 
broken those who have been harmed can benefit from talking about the problem 
had a very strong correlation with item 63, when a conflict occurs or when school 
rules are broken those who have done harm can benefit from talking about their 
behavior (r = .863, p < .01) and a strong correlation with item 64, when a conflict 
occurs or when school rules are broken it is important for the person who did the 
harm to hear how their actions affected others (r = .653, p < .01).  Many of the 
correlations in this subscale showed moderate to very strong relationships 
amongst items regarding the use of dialogue as a tool to address harm resulting 
from conflict and broken rules.  In fact, respondents demonstrated high levels of 
agreement (75.5% - 89.1%) with the use of dialogue as a versatile and valuable 
strategy for addressing harm or broken rules as indicated by the response to 
items in this subscale which asked specifically about dialogue.  These findings 
underscore some of the main tenets of RJ, such as the person harmed having 
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the opportunity to talk about how the harm has affected them and the person who 
caused the harm having to listen.  This is often said to be a very powerful 
process for all of those involved in RJ practices. 
 
Hypothesis 7:  There is an underlying factor structure for the Restorative Justice 
Readiness construct in the ASC-RJR instrument. 
Exploratory factor analysis with the RJR items produced a five-factor 
solution, providing insight into the scales and the constructs RJR was attempting 
to measure.  In this study, RJR was conceptualized as the measure of beliefs in 
alignment with foundational RJ principles and values concerning harm, needs, 
obligations, and engagement.  Such alignment is thought to be associated with a 
willingness to implement RJ practices. Interestingly, the final factor solution was 
similar to the original subscales in the ASC-RJR Survey.  The initial RJR 
subscales were: Harm, Needs, Obligations, and Engagement.  These subscales 
were developed in alignment with principles espoused by Zehr (2002) where it is 
understood that when a harm occurs, people and relationships suffer.  Initially, 
the needs of the person harmed are the focus, but expands to the person who 
did the harm as well.  As a result of the harm, obligations arise to engage those 
involved and work to make things right.  Items were developed in an attempt to 
capture these ideas.   
Surprisingly, the final-factor solution resulted in revised RJR subscales 
that were, while similar, a bit more specific: Dialogue-Driven Engagement, 
  
 174 
 
Punitiveness, Responsiveness to Needs, School Obligations, and Make it Right.  
It is important to note that the items that formed the Punitiveness scale were not 
originally a separate subscale.  These items originally were intended checks of 
sorts in that higher scores with these items would indicate beliefs more in 
alignment with punitive, retributive paradigms.  During the analysis, these items 
loaded onto the same factor.  This factor was retained as it seems important to 
be able to determine how strongly people’s beliefs align with punitive, retributive 
paradigms.  Karp and Breslin (2001) acknowledge the major philosophical shifts 
that must occur to shift to a restorative paradigm.  Thus, such beliefs must be 
addressed as many schools and districts desire to implement restorative 
practices as an alternative to current punitive practices (Anyon et al., 2016; 
Gregory et al., 2014).  This was evident in McCluskey et al.’s study 
(2008a/2008b) where they documented the struggles of secondary schools 
implementing restorative practices where adults were hesitant to give up punitive 
practices. 
While the results from the factor analysis and resulting reliability coefficient 
(r = .88; 33 items) for the overall RJR items look promising, the smallish size of 
the sample limits generalizability.  Field (2013) offers some insight in this regard.  
He suggests that for sample size of 100, loadings should be greater than .512.  
In this study, 28 of the 33 items met this threshold.  Further, he mentions that 
some have argued that factors with four or more loadings > .6 are reliable 
regardless of sample size.  In this instance, four of the five factors met this 
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requirement as well.  School Obligations was the only factor that did not meet the 
last loading requirement.  Despite this, the results of the factor analysis and 
strong reliability of the RJR subscales show promise for using the instrument as 
a tool for measuring beliefs that may impact one’s willingness to implement RJ 
practices.  This is key as Thorsborne and Blood (2013) noted that effective RJ 
implementation is based on an understanding of RJ’s foundational values and 
principles.   
 
Hypothesis 8:  Disciplinary Structure, Student Support, and Restorative Justice 
Readiness are correlated. 
With revised RJR scales, correlations were run again using composites for 
Disciplinary Structure, Student Support and Restorative Justice Readiness.  
There was no statistically significant relationship detected between Disciplinary 
Structure and Student Support (r = .120, p > .05).  This was unexpected as 
previous research has consistently shown positive relationships between the two 
(Konold & Cornell, 2015). On the other hand, there was a statistically significant 
positive relationship between Disciplinary Structure and Restorative Justice 
Readiness (r = .201, p < .05) and a statistically significant relationship between 
Student Support and Restorative Justice Readiness (r = .183, p < .05).  I found it 
interesting that the items for Disciplinary Structure, intended to measure notions 
of fairness and consistent enforcement of school rules (Gregory et al., 2010), 
seemed largely reminiscent of punitive responses to problem behavior and 
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traditional disciplinary structures.  This could explain some of the weaker 
correlations between Disciplinary Structure and Restorative Justice Readiness.  
Further, though two of the relationships were statistically significant, the strength 
of both were weak.   
 
Hypothesis 9:  Disciplinary Structure and Student Support are predictors of 
Restorative Justice Readiness. 
The last type of analysis conducted in the study was a multiple regression.  
The researcher hypothesized that Disciplinary Structure and Student Support 
were predictors of Restorative Justice Readiness.  This hypothesis was 
supported.  However, although the model was statistically significant, the effect 
size was small (R = .26, R2 = .07, R2adj = .05, F(2, 123) = 4.351, p = .015).  
Disciplinary Structure and Student Support accounted for 7% of the variance in 
Restorative Justice Readiness.  In addition, Student Support was not a significant 
predictor, though it was approaching significance.  Disciplinary structure, on the 
other hand, was a significant predictor (t = 2.07, p = .041) of Restorative Justice 
Readiness.  It was thought that the two independent variables would account for 
more of the variance.  It is important, however, that correlations, which 
demonstrate the existence of a relationships, do not infer causality. Instead, 
correlations allow for predictions, which are helpful in a variety of ways 
(Krathwohl, 2009).  The small amount of variance captured by Disciplinary 
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Structure and Student Support may just indicate that much more has been left 
unexplained.   
Study Limitations 
There were several limitations for this study that must be considered when 
interpreting results.  First, the sample was one of convenience, not one chosen 
randomly from the sample (Creswell, 2014).  In fact, it was limited to districts the 
researcher worked with along with principals and participants that were willing to 
participate.  In addition, as has already been stated, the sample size for this 
study was small (n = 126).  Larger sample sizes are often required for advanced 
statistical analyses and to address normality assumptions.  Smaller sample sizes 
impact significance, the stability of results, and the ability to generalize findings to 
a larger population (Salkind, 2014).  Though the study produced multiple 
significant relationships, a larger sample size may have resulted in more powerful 
and meaningful effect sizes as well as a more normal distribution of the data.   
Another limitation of the study is the fact that a large portion of the original 
ASC-RJR Survey had not previously been tested.  While 19 items from the 
survey were taken from the ASCS (Cornell, 2017), the rest of the items were 
created by the researcher based on concepts from the literature of RJ.  While 
there was a plethora of validated self-report instruments to measure dimensions 
of school climate (Kohl et al., 2013), the researcher only found a single study 
attempting to measure the impact of one’s beliefs on RJ implementation (Roland 
et al., 2012).  Feeling as though the Roland et al.’s instrument did not fully 
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capture what the researcher conceptualized as RJR, original subscales were 
created to measure the construct.  Creating a new scale can be helpful, and 
necessary at times, with new ideas or unique contexts (Kohl et al., 2013).   The 
problem with new scales, however, is the fact they require rigorous testing for 
validity and reliability (DeVellis, 2016).  Therefore, although the revised version of 
ASC-RJR Survey demonstrated strong reliability, it will need further testing with 
more people and within different populations to ensure strong psychometric 
soundness.    
Finally, another limitation of the study surrounded the types of analyses 
conducted.  Multiple correlational tests were used to determine if significant 
relationships existed amongst the variables.  Such analyses limit the application 
of results since correlations do not establish causality and are capable of being 
interpreted in a variety of ways (Cornell et al., 2016).  As such, the findings from 
this study shed some light on relationships amongst the variables and clear the 
path for further research.  Future experimental research should be conducted to 
identify potential causal effects of ASC and RJR on specific dependent outcome 
variables. 
 
Future Research 
With respect to this study, it goes without saying that future research is 
warranted to further refine and test the RJR subscales for validity and reliability.  
Once the instrument is determined to be psychometrically sound, I would love to 
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see schools and districts use it at both the site and individual level as a way to 
assess whether beliefs of the organization or individual are in alignment with 
current values and principles associated with RJ.  This could provide invaluable 
information that could be used to guide implementation efforts. 
In addition, I am also interested in studying the impact of RJR and RJ 
implementation as it relates to school discipline and issues of disproportionality.  
Since many districts and schools are turning to RJ as a way of ameliorating the 
impact of zero-tolerance and punitive based approaches to discipline, I think it 
important to be able to demonstrate if RJ is having an impact in these areas.   
Finally, I am interested in seeing a more varied approach to studying RJ.  
For example, quite a bit of RJ research has utilized qualitative methods to study 
this reform.  Newer research has introduced and called for the use of more 
advanced statistical methods to study RJ and expand the research base (Anyon 
et al., 2016; Gregory et al., 2014).  Such statistical analyses include, but are not 
limited to confirmatory factor analysis, path analysis, structural equation 
modeling, hierarchical modeling, etc. (Anyon et al., 2016; Wang & Degol, 2016).  
Mixed-methods designs may offer the best of both worlds.  In short, diversifying 
the ways in which RJ is studied might help it go from a promising practice to an 
evidence-based practice for creating change in schools. 
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Recommendations for Educational Leaders 
Thorsborne and Blood (2013) assert that change begins with the adults 
who control the educational institution.  To turn the tide and create more 
equitable schools, leaders must work to reform current discipline policies and 
practices.  Gregory et al. (2010) have shown authoritative school climates that 
provide high levels of structure and support to be positively correlated with safe 
and caring school environments.  These schools provide a strong foundation for 
RJ implementation.  RJ differs from traditional methods of discipline in that the 
focus is on learning, relationships and skill development, not on punishing, 
controlling, or excluding individuals from the school community like the former 
(Winslade et al., 2014).  Research has demonstrated that when students have 
caring teachers who enforce rules fairly and consistently, they are more likely to 
have positive relationships and fewer instances of negative behavior.  For Black 
and Latino boys, positive student-teacher relationships are especially important 
(Thapa et al., 2013).   
Instead of stand-alone RJ practices, school leaders should consider 
whole-school models of RJ implementation that address school climate and 
utilize a continuum of practices to prevent and respond to problem behavior.  
Critics have noted the limited impact of RJ when a whole-school approach has 
not been adopted (McCluskey et al., 2008a).  The following components for a 
whole-school approach are recommended:  
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1) Review schoolwide and disaggregated data with staff (number of 
referrals, suspensions, attendance, achievement scores, climate 
surveys, etc.) to gain a clear picture of the school’s reality (Vaandering 
& Evans, 2016). 
2) Assess staff beliefs and values, especially with respect to discipline, 
for alignment with RJ beliefs and values.  The ASC-RJR Survey can be 
used to facilitate the discussion.  A community-building circle could 
also be used to have this discussion (Deal & Peterson, 2009; Morrison 
et al., 2005; Vaandering & Evans, 2016). 
3) Train staff.  Staff members should receive training for any RJ practices 
they are expected to implement (Shaw, 2007). 
4) Implement.  Devise a plan for implementation detailing what 
implementation should look like and what is expected of stakeholders 
(Vaandering & Evans, 2016). 
5) Support.  Ensure coaching and support is available to those charged 
with implementing RJ practices.  This should include observation and 
feedback (Morrison et al., 2005; Stinchcomb et al., 2006).   
6) Monitor implementation for fidelity and effectiveness regularly. Review 
data with staff on a continual basis (Vaandering & Evans, 2016). 
The need for assessing staff beliefs before engaging in RJ implementation 
cannot be overstated. Evans and Vaandering (2016) caution against 
implementing RJ without taking the time to identify common beliefs and values.  
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This is in alignment with reform literature that stresses the importance of 
ensuring that reform efforts align with the norms, values, and beliefs of staff if 
they are to be successful (Deal & Peterson, 2009).  Knowing the paradigmatic 
shifts that may have to occur for some individuals, schools and districts would do 
well to determine restorative justice readiness before implementing RJ practices. 
Finally, it is important to ensure that existing policies and programs do not 
conflict with RJ practices.  For those schools and districts already implementing 
Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (PBIS) systems and Response to 
Intervention (RtI) models, know that RJ is a complementary initiative (Winslade, 
et al., 2014).   
 
Next Steps for Educational Reform 
Beyond practice, this study can also inform educational policy.  Calls for 
school discipline reform have occurred at both the national and state level 
(USDE, 2014; Fabelo et al., 2011; Losen & Martinez, 2013).  For policymakers 
recommending RJ, it is crucial that RJ practices be integrated with policy (Shaw, 
2007).  When initiatives become part of policy and accountability structures, it is 
more likely that resources, both human and fiscal, will be designated for 
implementation.  Denver Public Schools’ (DPS) RJ journey (DPS) provides an 
example of the difference an integrated, comprehensive approach can make in 
implementation.  Initially adopting RJ as an alternative to suspension model, the 
district saw the most growth when it switched to a preventive, comprehensive 
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approach combined with policy change at the site and district level. Once this 
occurred, the district began experiencing success combatting disproportionality.  
Though not completely eradicated, a longitudinal study showed tremendous 
growth in narrowing the discipline gap for Black students.  This can serve as 
model for other districts and schools hoping to use RJ practices to address 
disproportionality. 
 
Conclusion  
We know that zero-tolerance approaches have not worked.  As a result, 
schools are under intense pressure to ensure the well-being and academic 
achievement of all students.  Restorative practices offer schools and the people 
within them an opportunity to truly become institutions where the behavioral, 
academic, and social-emotional needs of students can be addressed.  These are 
the types of institutions needed to prevent our students from entering the school-
to-prison pipeline.  The idea that "the person is not the problem; the problem is 
the problem" is a powerful one (Winslade & Williams, 2012, p. 86).  When this is 
your belief, you approach and deal with people very differently.  This type of 
thinking is empowering, forgiving, and paves the way for creating solutions.  It is 
important that students have multiple opportunities to be successful, learn how 
their actions truly impact others and are given opportunities to repair and restore 
relationships.   
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While acknowledging that RJ principles and practices are powerful, it is 
also important for educators and those in positions of power to be aware of the 
amazing power and influence they wield over students and not use that power to 
harm students or limit their chances for success.  As schools become 
increasingly more diverse, school leaders have to deal with issues of equity, 
diversity, and social justice.  Schools need leaders equipped to understand these 
issues and lead their sites in developing plans to deal with the issues plaguing 
our nation’s schools.  I will go further and argue that schools need social justice 
leaders.  Social justice leaders can use RJ principles and practices in schools to 
build community, celebrate accomplishments, transform conflict, rebuild 
relationships that have been damaged, and reintegrate students who have been 
the recipients of exclusionary and punitive disciplinary practices such as 
suspension and expulsion (Alameda County, 2011).  Just remember that 
“transforming the mind-set associated with traditional discipline, to one 
associated with restorative discipline is critical to the achievement of a culture 
change within a school” (Morrison et al., p. 339, 2005). 
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